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Abstract
This study investigated secondary school teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of
online learning (OL) to support instruction and student learning in an urban school
district in New York State
The literature is replete with examples that demonstrate the effectiveness and
advantages of online learning in comparison to high-quality, face-to-face instruction
(Watson, 2008). However, in the absence of statewide policy and legislation as an
incentive to adopt online learning, the researcher determined that it was important to
identify and examine secondary school teachers’ and principals’ perceptions relating to
the use of this technology and their motivations to adopt it to support instruction and
student learning at the local school district level.
To investigate these phenomenon, data were collected from secondary school
teachers and principals in a mid-sized, urban upstate New York school district using a
self-administered, Web-based, 28-item questionnaire.
The study found that most secondary school teachers and principals in this urban
school district in New York State perceive the potential of OL to expand teaching and
learning opportunities for their students and themselves.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction
Nationally, more than one million K-12 students are enrolled in online/virtual
learning programs in more than 7,000 school districts, and these numbers are expected to
increase (Watson & Gemin, 2008). Online learning (OL) is defined as a teaching and
learning format that is facilitated by computer technology and the Internet (Cavanaugh &
Blomeyer, 2007). Teachers connect with students in diverse locations to communicate
and to deliver formal course content and supporting learning objects or instructional
resources (Cavanaugh & Blomeyer, 2007). Online learning has its origins in distance
education, which is an umbrella term for formal study that may be electronic, video or
print-based independent study. Since its inception, the overarching purpose of distance
education has been to increase access to education and expand curriculum options
(Cavanaugh & Blomeyer, 2007). More recently, online learning has been used as an
education reform strategy at the secondary school level largely because it can be adapted
to individualize and personalize instructional activities to meet specific students’ learning
needs (Cavanaugh & Blomeyer, 2007).
The need for education reform at the secondary school level has been identified,
most notably, in a special session of the National Governors’ Association that was
convened and addressed by former president George H. W. Bush (1989) subsequent to
the publication of “A Nation At Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform” (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). The Department of Education and others
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have called for secondary school education reform due to unchanged scores by 17 yearolds on the National Assessment of Educational Progress exam over the last 30 years.
The lack of progress is further corroborated by a national high school graduation rate that
is close to 68% (Perie & Moran 2005). It is reported, for example, that every 29 seconds,
a student abandons hope of graduating, and in urban schools, one-half of all African
American, Hispanic, and Native American students who enter ninth grade fail to
complete high school (Bridgeland, 2006). Students drop out due to negligible educational
options, an inability to “catch-up,” only having access to alternative teaching/learning
environments as a result of punitive consequences and having unmet, unique learning
needs.
The dropout problem is significant for several reasons. Bridgeland (2006)
reported that the dropout problem causes a loss of human potential, produces an unskilled
work force, increases reliance on public assistance rolls, and increases crime statistics. He
further stated that it is estimated the government would collect $45 billion in additional
tax revenues if the dropout rate were cut in half (Bridgeland, 2006). The need to identify
alternatives to traditional, face-to-face classroom instruction, particularly for those
students whose educational needs are not fully being met, is critically important. Fortyfive states have expanded students’ access to teaching and learning opportunities by using
online learning to supplement their traditional high school courses (Watson, & Gemin,
2008).
This researcher’s study examined secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of online learning to support instruction and student learning in a mid-sized,
urban New York school district that has had a graduation rate of 38%. Based on findings
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from this study, the district has made limited use of online learning. Data were collected
using a self-administered, Web-based, 28-item questionnaire in June, 2009. The data
solicited included (a) demographic variables (age, gender, and race), (b) perceived
importance of OL, (c) direct experiences with OL, (d) participation in OL professional
development, (e) professional learning needs, (f) recommended PD strategies, (g)
perceptions of facilitating and hindering OL implementation factors, and (h) perceptions
of similarities and differences deemed important to implementing OL.
Problem Statement
Despite the growth of online learning in the K-12 sector, public school students in
New York’s urban centers, in particular, have had limited access to online or virtual
learning, credit-bearing high school courses, in contrast to at least 30 other states that
make OL accessible through state-led, state-funded programs (Watson & Gemin, 2008).
In local districts, factors such as an organization’s readiness to adopt OL (Berge &
Muilenburg, 2001); principals’ and teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward online
learning (Clay, 1999 & Bonk, 2001), and their professional development needs (Clay,
1999, & Thompson & Berge, 2007) contribute to implementation issues. When
considering the adoption of innovative technologies such as online learning and its
potential disruption to an existing system (Samarawickrema & Stacey, 2007), it is
important to identify the readiness of teachers and principals who will be impacted by the
transformative change, by analyzing their concerns and needs.
Although research has been conducted that demonstrates the effectiveness and
advantages of online learning in comparison to high-quality, face-to-face instruction
(Watson & Gemin, 2008), not enough was known about urban secondary school
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principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online learning and their interest in adopting this
educational technology to support instruction and student learning in a state that has yet
to write OL legislation or policy.
Theoretical Rationale
According to Samarawickrema and Stacey (2007), technology adoption is a
complex process, compelling cultural change on multiple levels of the organization and
the way in which it functions. Consistent with this body of research, the problem of the
proposed study was examined through theoretical lenses promulgated by Betts (1998),
Bonk (2001), Clay (1999), and Berge and Muilenburg (2001).
The personal and organizational cultural changes that could occur as a
consequence of technology adoption necessitated analyzing the problem from the
perspective of the individual teacher and principal, as well as from an organizational
standpoint. For example, Clay’s Four Stages of Faculty Development Theory (1999)
identifies the following process that faculty might progress through in their adoption and
use of technology.
1. Stage 1 (Awareness). Faculty requires general information about the
technology and is concerned with deciphering the realities of the technological
environment, and typically seeks answers to specific questions.
2. Stage 2 (Consideration). Faculty question the value and quality of the course
delivery system, and consult with experienced faculty, or participate in hands-on training
to determine if it is feasible to move to the next stage.
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3. Stage 3 (Implementation). Faculty is concerned with how to design an OL
course, how to promote collaborative learning, how to establish and maintain highquality standards, and how to implement time management strategies.
4. Stage 4 (Innovation). Faculty is concerned with expanding the field, improving
OL courses and gaining personal recognition.
Consistent with Clay’s Stage 4 relating to personal recognition, Betts’ (1998) and
Bonk’s (2001) theories identify the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of faculty to use
technology as precursors to their technology adoption. Intrinsic motivating factors
include (a) personal disposition to use technology, (b) personal desire to learn more about
technology, (c) intellectual challenge, (d) increased job satisfaction, (e) ideal working
conditions (teach at any time/from any place), and (f) self-gratification. Extrinsic
motivating factors include (a) tenure, promotion, (b) recognition from peers, (c) peer
modeling, (d) peer OL observations/sharing OL experiences, (e) faculty showcases of OL
courses, (f) inter-institutional faculty collaboration, and (g) inter-institutional student-tostudent collaborations.
The importance of the institution’s overarching role in technology adoption is
underscored by Berge and Muilenburg’s Ten Stages of Organizational Readiness to
implement an OL (2001) model. Berge and Muilenburg (2001) found that faculty
perceive various barriers to technology adoption based upon the capability or maturity of
their organization to support technological innovation. As the organization’s technology
capabilities increase, the perceived barriers diminish or are reduced. Organizations,
therefore, are at different stages of technology capacity to implement OL. Consequently,
the primary barrier in technology adoption is not a lack of pedagogical knowledge or a
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complete lack of access to technology, rather the major issue is one of an organization’s
capacity to change (Berge & Muilenburg, 2001). An organization’s readiness to change is
analyzed within the context of ten stages including (a) Administrative organization, (b)
Capacity for organizational change, (c) Technological infrastructure, (d) Capacity to
accept changes to traditional student-teacher social structures, (e) Compensation and time
commitment, (f) Technology intimidation, (g) Copyright and other legal issues, (h)
Questions about the effectiveness of OL, (i) Students’ access to technology and (j)
Availability of student support services.
Berge and Muilenburg’s Ten Stages of Organizational Readiness to Implement an
OL model (2001), Clay’s Four Stages of Faculty Development Theory (1999), and Betts’
(1998) and Bonk’s (2001) Motivation to Use Technology Theory will be further explored
in the review of the literature in Chapter 2.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of online learning and its ability to support instruction and student learning in
a mid-sized, urban school district.
The researcher postulates that online learning could close the gap that exists
between secondary school students’ unmet educational needs and the teaching and
learning opportunities that are currently available in the district. For example, online
learning could create another option and opportunity to meet the individualized
educational needs of regular education students, credit deficient students, ELL/LEP
students and students with disabilities. Research has demonstrated that an OL learning
environment could provide several academic and material accommodations that could
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benefit all subgroups of students. Those having Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), and
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), can derive educational success from
OL (Smouse, 2005). Online courses make it possible for students who are accustomed to
interacting electronically in virtual environments through social networking and gaming,
to use 21st Century communication tools such as email and synchronous chat rooms, to
interact one-to-one with their online teachers.
Research Questions
Eight research questions provided a framework for the study.
1. Is there a relationship between the demographic variables (e.g., age, gender,
race, degree level, job title, years of experience, and certification area) of secondary
school teachers and principals and their perceived importance of OL to support
instruction and student learning?
2. Is there a relationship between the level of awareness and the perceived
importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning among
secondary school teachers and principals?
3. Is there a relationship between direct experiences with and the degree of
exposure to online learning and its perceived importance among secondary school
teachers and principals?
4. Is there a relationship between the level of preparation and perceived
importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning among
secondary school teachers and principals?
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5. Is there a relationship between the level of preparation and perceived
importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning among
secondary school teachers and principals and their identified professional learning needs?
6. What professional learning opportunities do secondary school teachers and
principals perceive as being most important to implement online learning to support
instruction and student learning?
7. What factors do secondary school teachers and principals perceive as
discouraging or encouraging in the implementation of online learning to support
instruction and student learning?
8. What are the differences and similarities in the factors that secondary school
teachers and principals perceive as important in the implementation of online learning to
support instruction and student learning?
Significance of the Study
This study took place in one of the five remaining states that have yet to adopt OL
legislation or policies, unlike 45 other states. This study is significant, therefore, because
it informs professional practice by increasing understanding of the perceptions of
secondary school principals’ and teachers’ regarding OL to support instruction and
student learning.
The study also contributes to the knowledge base regarding the professional
development and the professional learning needs of secondary school principals and
teachers to prepare them for the online environment. Study participants provided a
glimpse into their perceptions of the organization’s capacity to adopt technological
innovation, and the facilitating and hindering implementation factors which could affect
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the adoption of OL programs.
Three salient issues have been identified in the literature as reasons to consider
implementing online learning programs, including increased access to education, the
possibility of improved student learning, and cost benefits (Bonk, 2001). Many
improvements in access to education have been documented; however, it has been more
difficult to document the impact of online learning on student learning and associated
cost efficiencies (Bonk, 2001). Research done by Watson & Ryan (2006), indicate that
since 1997, when online learning first became available to K-12 students, state education
department commissioners, superintendents, school administrators, teachers, and the
students they educate, have all discovered mutual benefits in the adaptability and
customization of the online learning environment. For example, teachers cite their ability
to differentiate instruction to meet the diverse learning needs of students; superintendents
and other administrators point to flexibility of instructional design and student
scheduling; state education department commissioners have referred to their ability to
effectively provide all students with equitable learning opportunities, and students report
that their need for flexible learning options combined with greater autonomy are essential
reasons for taking online courses.
However, there has been little research-based evidence available to determine if
this technology has the potential to positively impact the multifaceted learning needs of
urban high school students (Lehman & Kauffman, 2001). One of the challenges facing
urban school districts, for example, is the need to provide its educationally diverse
student body with cost-effective, high-quality educational options and opportunities.
Online learning has been cited as an important resource to expand educational options
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and opportunities in urban settings (Majdalany & Guiney, 1999). The study is policyrelevant because its purpose and findings are consistent with the district’s mission to
identify strategies that could increase graduation rates and subsequently reduce the drop
out rate. The findings are also aligned with the tenets of the Superintendent’s Action Plan
which speaks to “inspiring innovation, transforming schools, accessing new resources,
and developing the skills and expertise of principals, teachers and students. For example,
the study examined secondary school principals’ and teachers’ preparation for OL and
their professional development and learning needs.
Definition of Terms
Asynchronous learning: A form of distributed learning and communication where the
learning process occurs for each student enrolled in a particular course at differing times.
The antonym for asynchronous is synchronous, which means that learning and
communications occurs simultaneously for all learners in a particular course.
Synchronous learning is common to blended learning environments.
Blended Learning: Also referred to as a hybrid OL environment, where 30-79% of a
course is delivered online, usually in the presence of an in-class teacher, teaching
assistant or tutor, and the remainder of the course is delivered in face-to-face sessions.
Course Management Software (CMS): Electronic computer architecture, software or a
course shell used to build, store, organize, maintain and deliver digital courses. For
example, these include proprietary licenses for software such as Desire2Learn, EChalk,
Scholar360, as well as open source community software such as Moodle, Sakai,
LonCapa, Claroline, Atutor, and Olat.
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Cyber/Virtual Schools: A cyber or virtual school is a diploma-granting charter school that
offers a full complement of high school courses, enabling a student to earn a high school
diploma entirely online.
Digital Content: Electronic learning objects used by instructional designers to add visual
and auditory content to text-based lessons to support and enhance instruction.
Face-to-Face instruction: The traditional method of instruction whereby a teacher
occupies the same physical space as his or her students while providing instruction in a
traditional classroom.
Fully Online course: Course content and instruction are delivered online 80% or more
without face-to-face interactions.
Instructional Designer: a Technician who has extensive knowledge of course
management software and all supporting software to meet the course delivery needs of a
teacher, including software to conduct synchronous meetings, video, audio and all
electronic resources and learning objects that could be used within a course management
system. This is an emerging occupation.
Internet: Global interconnection of networks developed by Vinton Cerf in 1973.
Learning Objects (repository): A library of digital instructional resources including video
streams, audio, graphics, and Really Simple Syndication (RSS) feeds (standardized,
formatted electronic content frequently updated such as headlines, audio and video
content). These electronic resources are used to build and support course content.
Online Learning: Credit-bearing courses delivered 80% or more via the Internet, without
face-to-face communication.
Secondary School: High school grades 9 through 12.
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Supplemental OL: Students are simultaneously registered in traditional, face-to-face
courses and online courses. This model is frequently used for credit recovery purposes.
Technological Infrastructure: Includes Course Management Software, computer
server(s), and adequate computers, a Help Desk staffed by a knowledgeable technician,
on-site technicians, and course design assistance.
Virtual learning: Synonymous with online learning as defined above.
World Wide Web: An information superhighway developed by Timothy Berners-Lee in
1983.
Conclusion
This study on secondary school principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online
learning to support instruction and student learning identified factors that educators
perceived as important in developing a fuller understanding of OL. It was important to
undertake the study because the findings could potentially inform district decision makers
about an educational technology that could open new educational opportunities for
teachers and their students, possibly resulting in increased graduation rates and other
positive outcomes. Adopting technology, though, is a complex process that will impact
the organization as well as individuals within the organization. This study, therefore,
explored the concept of an organization’s and its members’ readiness to adopt innovation
through three theoretical frames. Clay’s (2001) theory relating to an individual’s
progressive decision-making process to either adopt or postpone technology use served to
inform this study. Betts’ (1998) and Bonk’s (2001) intrinsic and extrinsic motivational
theory relating to technology adoption had relevance for this study, and Berge and
Muilenburg’s (2001) theory of an organization’s readiness to adopt online learning was
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also relevant.
The need for increased professional development and professional learning
opportunities as they relate to implementing OL were the most salient issues that
emerged from the study. Participants’ responses relating to professional development
reflected many of the standards for effective online teaching that have been identified by
the Southern Regional Educational Board (2006), followed by participants’ interest in
making OL available to their students for many of the reasons cited in the literature. The
remaining chapters in this study are structured in the following manner.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature, a topic analysis including a history
of online learning, current state of online learning in the K-12 sector, justification for
adopting online learning, barriers to the adoption of online learning in the K-12 sector
and theoretical framework of the problem.
Chapter 3 presents a general perspective of the study, a description of the context
in which the study was conducted, a description of the research participants, development
of the survey instrument, and the quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis
procedures that were used.
Chapter 4 presents the findings of this quantitative study and Chapter 5 presents a
discussion of the overall study and makes recommendations for further research and
future OL practices.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Introduction and Purpose
This study examined secondary principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online
learning to support instruction and student learning in a mid-sized, urban New York
school district. Chapter 2 reviews the literature pertaining to the complex factors that are
involved in adopting a potentially disruptive technology (Christensen, 2008) like online
learning. Factors such as (a) principals’ and teachers’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to
use technology (Betts, 1998 and Bonk, 2001), (b) their technological and intellectual
readiness to implement OL (Clay, 1999), and (c) the organization’s readiness and
capacity to implement OL (Berge and Muilenburg, 2001) are reviewed.
This chapter also presents background information including the history of online
learning in the K-12 and higher education sectors, and examines the research literature
relating to factors that could affect OL implementation practices such as the need for
professional development, transformations in the teaching and learning process,
organizational and policy issues, justification for adopting online learning, and barriers to
K-12 implementation.
When considering the adoption of innovative technologies such as online learning
and its potential disruption to an existing system (Samarawickrema & Stacey, 2007), it is
important to identify the readiness of principals and teachers who will be impacted by the
change, by analyzing their concerns and needs. According to Samarawickrema and
Stacey (2007), technology adoption is a complex process, compelling cultural change on
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multiple levels of the organization and the way in which it functions. Consistent with this
body of research, the problem statement has been analyzed through three theoretical
lenses espoused by Betts (1998), Bonk (2001), Clay (1999), and Berge and Muilenburg
(2001).
It is both challenging and overwhelming for a teacher who has never taught in the
online environment to make the methodological change to teaching online. First, for
example, it is important for the teacher to understand the benefits as well as the
disadvantages of online courses. Next, the teacher must become aware of the standards,
guidelines, expected interactions, revised roles, revamped evaluations, and the
instructional design of OL courses (Greenwood, 2000). VanSickle (2003) suggested that
by answering the following two questions, a teacher could philosophically determine if
teaching online would be advantageous. The first and possibly the most often asked
question is: Are online courses as effective as those taught in a face-to-face setting?
Second, what are the specific advantages of learning online? (Picciano & Seaman, 2007).
Education department officials in 38 states where online programs are statesponsored and funded have cited their ability to increase educational opportunities for all
students as their primary reason for implementing these programs (Watson & Gemin,
2008). According to Picciano and Seaman (2008), other advantages of online learning
include meeting specific student’s educational needs, making courses available that
would not otherwise be offered at a student’s school, offering Advanced Placement (AP)
and postsecondary courses, instituting credit-recovery options, and minimizing
scheduling conflicts. A widely accepted advantage of online learning is that it increases
students’ access to master teachers and the specialized courses that they teach (Berge and

16

Muilenburg, 2001). There are several other factors that contribute to the effectiveness of
OL in the K-12 environment and studies have suggested that well-designed OL courses
are as effective as well-developed and designed, face-to-face instruction (Bernard &
Abrami., 2004; Cavanaugh, 2001; Cavanaugh & Gillan, 2004; Shachar & Neumann,
2003; Ungerleider & Burns, 2003). Other impacts on OL effectiveness include pedagogy,
technology, administrative procedures, and the characteristics of students.
Study participants provided anecdotal data about their interest in gaining a better
understanding of what a successful OL student’s characteristics are. Barker and Wendel
(2001) have found that students who have mastered learning strategies in face-to-face
settings, apply those strategies in their OL courses, thereby, increasing their likelihood of
success in that environment. Students taking accelerated or AP courses online, for
example, may be more likely to have success compared with those who may need
remediation. Weiner (2003) posits that motivation is a key factor in online and off-line
learning environments. However, at the secondary level, learning how to learn,
developing responsibility and organizational skills are critical indicators for success
(Cavanaugh and Clark, 2007).
Conversely, Dingle & Napp (2000), warn that OL is by no means a panacea for
the myriad of issues facing public schools. For example, these researchers and others
postulate that for every perceived benefit of online learning, there is a corresponding
challenge. Dingle, et al. (2000) have identified six OL dichotomies to consider, including
(a) students could benefit by learning from master teachers which, in turn, could foster
the perception that face-to-face teachers’ jobs are in jeopardy, (b) students gain access to
unique courses, however, specialized local courses might be discontinued, (c) teachers
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are expected to collaborate, thereby necessitating training and changes in their traditional
roles, (d) administrators gain new opportunities to facilitate education reform, while
being subjected to new demands from business and technology sectors, (e) students are
introduced to emerging technologies while diminishing the focus on content, and (f)
students with disabilities are accommodated online at the expense of face-to-face contact.
Funding is perhaps the greatest barrier impacting the growth of online programs,
followed by legislative restrictions and outdated policies (Watson & Gemin, 2008). For
instance, Smith & Henderson (2007) places the failure of some K-12 districts to
implement OL programs on the oftentimes overwhelming economic impact involved in
putting these programs in place. Economic decision-making, therefore, may supersede
and circumvent the educational advantages of the technology. The cost, for example, of
hardware, annual software licenses, purchased courses from OL course providers, and
professional development to support teachers’ use of the technology, could place OL outof-reach for some districts.
Topic Analysis
History of online learning. The growth in online learning programs, according to
Roderick Paige, former U. S. Secretary of Education (2004), is being fueled by global
technological transformations that are causing profound changes in K-12 and higher
education. The “Knowledge Revolution,” spearheaded by a metamorphosis in the
telecommunications industry, has given rise to economic and societal systems that
previously had been unknown (Harasim, 2000). Much of the momentum driving the force
for change has come from the digital global community and from students who “have
technology in their blood” (Paige, 2004). The “net” generation, students who are 22 or
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younger, for example, have had routine access, since their earliest years, to computers,
life-like video games, downloaded music, instant-messaging, e-mail, social networking
sites, chat rooms, streaming video, PDAs, gaming consoles, MP3 Players, digital
cameras, cell phones and, of course, the Internet.
Development of the Internet. According to Vinton Cerf (2009), the American
computer scientist and developer of Internet transmission protocols in 1973, the Internet
is a global interconnection of networks, available to the public, that make it possible for
business, government, and education computer systems to communicate directly. While
working as a computer scientist for the U.S. Department of Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (ARPA), Cerf developed the Internet and thus linked computer networks
at a number of universities and research laboratories in the United States. From 1974
when the design of the Internet was published, until 1982, many demonstration projects
were conducted. Most notably, in 1977, Internet-connected computers relayed
communications from Menlo Park, California to University College in London and then
to Marina Del Rey, California. Nine years later, in 1983, the Internet was “rolled-out.”
Internet technology has been dubbed a “primitive precursor” of the information
superhighway. The next major breakthrough came in 1989 when 29-year-old English
computer scientist, Timothy Berners-Lee, developed the World Wide Web for the
European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN). According to Cerf (2009), the
theoretical objective for networking computers was to give schools, libraries, businesses
and homes global access to information that educates, informs and entertains. As of 1996,
more than 25 million computers were interconnected by computer networks in over 180
countries.
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March 2009 marked the twentieth anniversary of Berners-Lee’s invention, the
World Wide Web. The advent of the World Wide Web has generated much interest and
two fundamental questions for consideration: (a) what can we expect in the future from
this technology, and (b) will there be revolutionary applications that we have not foreseen
(Leiner & Cerf, 2009)? The Net Generation could very well develop the next new
applications for the World Wide Web.
Consistent with Cerf’s intention to give schools, libraries, businesses, and homes
global access to information that educates, informs, and entertains, students from among
the net generation who are electronically “powered-up,” expect technology to be used to
support their learning (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). This expectation may be evidenced
by a national enrollment figure in online learning courses and programs that exceeds
more than one million K-12 students, and this number is expected to continue to increase
(International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL), 2006). Online learning
(OL), virtual schools, and e-learning are interchangeable terms that define a rapidly
growing teaching and learning format that is mediated by computer technology and the
World Wide Web.
History of online learning in higher education. Online learning enrollments in the
higher education sector, where Internet trial demonstrations first took place in 1977, now
exceeds 3.9 million students, outpacing enrollments in face-to-face courses (Allen &
Seaman, 2008). A report on higher education commissioned by The Sloan Consortium
(2008), provide data that underscore the significant impact that online learning has had on
students and the institutions in which they are enrolled. For example, (a) 3.9 million
students took one or more online courses during 2007, (b) there was a 12.9 % increase in
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e-learning course enrollments as compared to 1.2 % increase in face-to-face enrollments,
(c) over one-half of higher education online students were enrolled in associate degree
programs, (d) more than 80% of undergraduates were enrolled in at least one online
course in 2007, and (e) more than 20% of the total population of students in the higher
education sector took at least one online course in 2007. Chief academic officers and
faculty who teach online named meeting students’ need for flexible scheduling options as
the most important reason for making these courses available (Allen & Seaman, 2008).
One of the first higher education institutions to introduce online learning was
Nova Southeastern University (Miller, 2001). The University introduced distance
learning programs as early as the 1970s to expand learning opportunities. Miller, who
taught online courses there, found that students were motivated and fascinated with the
technology. She described the way in which they communicated with their hands and
fingers, inputting text that told their personal histories, unlike what they were likely to do
in a face-to-face setting. By personalizing the teaching and learning relationship, Miller
described how she came to know each of her students in greater depth. She believes that
the authenticity of those relationships fostered the production of “remarkable” work by
students who far exceeded her expectations. Their enthusiasm for learning in the new OL
environment caused Miller to come to the realization that the online teaching experience
was unlike traditional methods (Miller, 2001).
Today, 3.9 million students are enrolled in higher education online programs and
courses, while more than one million K-12 students in at least 45 states have access to
OL. According to Allen & Seaman (2008), 15% of higher education institutions offering
online courses and programs first implemented OL before 1999. New programs are

21

implemented each year; for instance, one of every five institutions that offer these
programs implemented them in 2008. Online programs are primarily used by the largest
institutions, by public colleges and universities, and by colleges offering associate
degrees (Allen & Seaman, 2008). The growth of online learning programs initially
occurred in community colleges (Miller, 2001).
Those institutions having the most extensive course and program offerings were
early adopters, with 44% of schools with enrollments of 15,000 or more having
implemented online programs prior to 1999. Although one-half of all online enrollments
are in associate degree programs, doctoral programs adopted OL sooner (one-third
adopted prior to 1999), but only represent 20% of enrollments. It has been suggested that
this may have resulted from associate degree programs placing strong emphasis on the
development and strategic use of these programs, whereas doctoral programs may not
have made OL integral to their core missions.
Picciano and Seaman (2008), surveyed institutions over a six-year period to
determine changes in their planned use of online learning and whether they considered it
to be an essential element of their long-term strategy. There was a 10% increase in the
number of institutions that agreed with this statement over a seven-year period. Reasons
cited for perceiving OL as a strategic component of an institution’s development included
to (a) broaden the institution’s geographic margins (b) increase students’ access to
courses, programs and services, (c) facilitate growth in continuing education and
professional programs, (d) increase students’ ability to complete their degree
requirements, (e) improve college “brand”, (f) stimulate pedagogical/andragogical
improvements, and (g) facilitate student retention practices.
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Allen and Seaman (2008) surveyed 8,500 higher education faculty members to
identify what their motivations were for teaching online. Responses included: (a) online
courses provide flexibility for students, (b) students who have unmet education needs can
be reached, (c) professional and personal growth can be realized, (d) interest in futuristic
teaching methodologies, (e) earn additional income, (f) pedagogical benefits, and (g)
institutional requirement.
Investigating the problem statement through theoretical frames. Three theoretical
frames, first used in the higher education sector, have been adapted to investigate
secondary school teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of online learning to support
instruction and student learning, given extant facilitating and impeding personal and
organizational factors.
The first theory (Betts, 1998 and Bonk, 2001) provides a framework to understand
study participants’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to use OL technology. The essential
role that educators occupy in the adoption of online learning programs makes it crucial to
understand why they resist participating in this new technology. Gaining an
understanding, therefore, of their motivations to adopt OL is particularly important
because research indicates that many educational institutions are introducing OL
technology as a way to increase access to educational options and opportunities. The need
to expand the educational options and opportunities available to students is being driven
by changes in the economy, population demographics, social paradigms, and
technological advances (Betts, 1998 & Bonk, 2001). Betts (1998) and Bonk (2001) found
that intrinsic motivating factors had a greater impact on educators’ decision to participate
in OL programs. Factors that influenced faculty to participate in OL included (a)
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perceiving its use as intellectually challenging, (b) having a personal interest in
technology, (c) perceiving the emergence of new ideas, and (d) having the capability to
reach an expanded population of students. Factors that have had a negative influence on
faculty participation in OL include (a) an absence of release time to develop courses, (b)
inadequate institutional technical support, and (c) a lack of funding for supplies. Faculty
perceptions of their deans’ experiences with OL either increased or decreased their
participation. For example, deans who had direct experiences with OL and supported its
use had more faculty participation compared to deans with little demonstrated interest.
Clay (2001) provides a theoretical frame, consisting of four stages, by which to
understand the faculty development process that occurs in preparation to teach online.
For example, faculty may advance through stages one and two in preparation to teach
online, and through stages three and four after adopting OL.
Stage 1 is called Awareness of online learning. The faculty member, teacher or
principal expresses general concerns about OL technology and will seek baseline
information by asking questions and performing searches via the Internet. The goal at this
stage is to decipher the realities of the OL environment. Specific concerns may include:
“How are OL courses offered?” “Why are OL courses offered?” “Do they support the
institution’s mission?”
Stage 2 is called Consideration. The value, quality and usefulness of OL is
questioned. Specific concerns may include: “Are OL courses as rigorous as traditional
courses?” “What are the benefits of OL?” “Is technical assistance available?” To obtain
answers to these and other questions, face-to-face meetings with experienced faculty are
initiated, and OL professional development opportunities are sought after. At the
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conclusion of the Consideration Stage, the faculty member makes a determination to
either postpone their involvement in OL, or he or she makes a commitment to OL and
advances to the next stage.
Stage 3 is called Implementation. The concerns at this stage are focused on OL
course delivery methods, including how to design a course, how to establish and maintain
course standards, how to promote collaborative learning, and time management
strategies. The novice seeks one-to-one hands-on training from experienced coaches, and
may become interested in the availability of incentives such as monetary rewards for his
or her increased time commitment devoted to training activities.
Stage 4 is referred to as Innovation. The concerns at this stage are focused on
improving OL courses, contributing to the advancement and knowledge base of OL, and
gaining recognition for one’s work. This stage is also characterized by assisting and
mentoring others, and gaining recognition from peers, supervisors and the OL community
(Clay, 2001).
Introducing online learning, with its myriad levels of change, however, can be
disruptive to the existing culture of an organization. The diversity of beliefs and values
held by the members of an organization tend to riddle innovations with uncertainty, fear,
and skepticism (Samarawickrema & Stacey, 2007). Consequently, not every organization
should pursue online learning with the same level of fervor because each organization’s
mission or identified needs may be different. Instead, an organization should allocate
their resources to maximize their ability to solve their distinct problems while meeting
opportunities (Berge and Muilenburg, 2001).
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Educators working in organizations that are in the infancy stage of their capability
to implement OL will perceive and face many barriers to adoption. As the organization’s
OL competency matures, the number and intensity of barriers to OL will be reduced.
Organizations, therefore, may exhibit one of five stages of readiness to adopt online
learning technologies including (1) no attempt made to use OL, (2) sporadic use of OL,
(3) organizational technological infrastructure can support an OL program, (4) an OL
policy and planning have been instituted, thereby, establishing a predictable process to
implement OL, and (5) the organization has institutionalized OL (Berge and Muilenburg,
2001). The district under study has made sporadic use of OL in at least three of its high
schools, therefore, it may be considered at Stage 2 in its readiness to adopt OL.
Consequently, barriers have been encountered pertaining to (1) the administrative
organization, (2) the capacity for organizational change, (3) the technological
infrastructure, (4) the capacity to accept changes to traditional student-teacher social
structures, (5) compensation and time commitment, (6) technology intimidation, (7)
copyright and other legal issues, (8) questions about the effectiveness of online learning,
(9) students’ access to technology and (10) the availability of student support services
(Berge and Muilenburg, 2001).
Effect of disruptive innovations on an organization. Christensen (2008) suggests
that significant changes are occurring in the adoption of educational technology in the K12 sector, incrementally disrupting the current educational system. Christensen (2008)
believes that online learning courses will facilitate a transition to student-centered
teaching and learning experiences, and by 2019, one-half of all high school courses will
be offered online. These courses will evolve from being designed and developed by
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teachers and publishers of textbooks, to customized learning creations made by students,
parents, community members and subject area experts (Christensen, 2008).
Fowler & Wheeler (1995), and Hiltz (1995) posited that OL has essentially
changed and broadened the manner in which communication occurs between teachers,
their students, and their peers, allowing for greater student participation within the
context of a less intimidating learning environment. Clay (2001) reported online learning
necessitates a significant change in the role of the instructor from a manager of large
groups of in-class students, to one of mentoring and facilitating individual learning. The
teacher’s role is transformed in the OL environment, laying aside their position as an
omnipotent sage, to that of facilitator and coach. In order to achieve learning objectives,
greater emphasis is placed on communications between faculty and students by using
technology. The increased reliance on technology, often by faculty who have rudimentary
skills in this area, results in a substantially greater time commitment to teach every
student in an online course. This investment of time is perceived by some faculty as
uncompensated effort. Given the impact that faculty perceptions and attitudes have on the
success of an online learning program, understanding these issues is critical for
administrators.
Clay (1999), pointed out when motivating factors are present, faculty are more
likely to embrace online learning. These factors include the ability to reach students in
remote areas (Betts, 1998; Curran, 1997; Dillon & Walsh, 1992), the opportunity to be
intellectually challenged by new ideas and concepts (Betts, 1998), the possibility of
working with highly motivated students (Dillon & Walsh, 1992), having release time to
develop courses and learning objects (Betts, 1998), receiving financial rewards (Betts;
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Lynch & Corry, 1998), new opportunities to do research (Betts, 1998), having a desire to
use new technology (Betts, 1998), gaining institutional recognition (Wolcott & Haderlie,
1996), being able to access support services, reduction in travel time (Betts, 1998),
improvements in course quality (Eisenburg, 1998), and expanded work flexibility (Dillon
& Walsh, 1992).
Transformations in the teaching and learning process. Despite the growth of
online courses, faculty who teach online have encountered unanticipated personal and
professional challenges that have disrupted their long-held beliefs about teaching and
learning. According to Boynton (2002), when first teaching online, the disappearance, for
instance, of classroom walls shook the underpinnings of a long academic career that was
built on expertise, experience, and familiarity with the expectations of higher education.
Teaching online for the first time, however, can place the most experienced faculty at the
beginning again, learning about baffling technology options, trying to fuse face-to-face
practices in an electronic medium, and reflecting about one’s teaching strengths,
weaknesses, and insecurities. Boynton (2002) identified five challenges to teaching
online including (a) blissful loneliness of working within four walls is removed and
replaced by a barrage of online interactions from within and without the university from a
variety of stakeholders, (b) presence of an “us verses them” climate of distrust, if not
hostility, against faculty who teach online as opposed to those who do not, (c)
relinquishment of previously absolute authority in the classroom, (d) absence of a class
bell, for instance, signaling the end of a particular session, and instead having to always
be on-call for students, and (e) feeling compelled, more so than in face-to-face settings, to
understand why some students do not succeed in the online environment. Although
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wanting to understand why some students are not successful in the online environment is
perceived as a new challenge by faculty who may have become accustomed to the
“inevitable” course failures, it supports the concept of a transformed teaching and
learning environment. Having this level of awareness about every student’s progress is
revolutionary and could lead to greater academic achievements and congruency between
instructional goals and outcomes for faculty and their students.
In a national survey designed to identify the distinct needs and issues faced by
online teachers, Rice & Dawley (2008), found that 27% of their sample were teaching
online for the first time, although 55% had between 6 – 15 years of face-to-face
experience, and 18% reported 16 years of experience. Of the respondents, only 2% were
new teachers. Their findings further revealed that 99% of the teachers surveyed held at
least one certification, and more than half, 55%, reported holding a master’s degree or
higher. On a scale from 1 – 4, professional development was rated (4), identifying it as a
critical issue. Four topics including (a) communication technologies, (b) time
management practices, (c) academic dishonesty and (d) Internet safety were identified as
important. Other identified topics included (a) use of technology tools such as Web 2.0,
(b) facilitation of interventions to address learning needs, promotion of student
autonomy, and independence, (c) development of online content, (d) use of management
tools, and (e) meeting the special needs of students by adapting, customizing, and
personalizing online content.
Lowes (2007) has found that teachers who are new to the OL environment are
generally veteran teachers who have years of face-to-face teaching experience. In fact,
the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) reported that virtual schools within its
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11-member state network, do not have any online teachers with less than four years of
teaching experience. Tasks that are routine in the face-to-face teaching environment such
as lesson planning, and the creation of student assessments, for example, are unnecessary
in the OL environment, given the extensive, existing K-12 curriculum materials and
courses that are available. OL teachers, instead, must learn to adapt existing courses to
their and their students’ needs as opposed to creating courses from scratch. The focus of
professional development, therefore, is placed on learning how to use supporting OL
technologies that are designed to enhance the functionality of the CMS/LMS.
Lowes (2007) posits that OL technology tools, good teachers who could migrate
to the OL environment, and standards, recently developed by the Southern Regional
Education Board (Glowa, 2009) (see www.sreb.org) and the International Society for
Technology in Education (ISTE) (www.iste.org) , delineate the academic preparation,
prerequisite content knowledge and teaching methodologies required to teach
successfully online. The National Education Association (NEA) published a guidebook
on preparing, supporting, evaluating and assessing online teachers (see www.nea.org).
Professional development practices. Davidson (2005) posits that numerous
factors have an impact on the implementation of successful OL courses including state
and local policies, funding, technological infrastructure, curriculum, equity and access,
roles and responsibilities of teachers and administrators and professional development.
Professional development and support for online educators is an important aspect
of implementing online courses. Training and making professional development available
is an ongoing process. As faculty concerns are anticipated and identified, training can be
provided based on a well-planned and executed program that results in online educators’
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feeling confident and hopeful about their new potential to positively impact student
learning. Through the process of professional development, some faculty will achieve a
high degree of success in the online teaching environment and will become advocates and
mentors for novices entering the field. Even those faculty who are considered to be
strongly resistant to using OL methodology, agree that online learning creates unique
teaching and learning opportunities (Clay, 1999).
The need for professional development and issues related to the quality of online
courses, purchasing and developing courses and receiving reimbursement for student
attendance in online courses were cited as concerns by educators (Picciano and Seaman,
2008). Four guiding assumptions were explored in Picciano’s and Seaman’s study (2008)
including, (a) online learning is accepted by the school district as a viable and legitimate
form of education, (b) online and blended courses are comparable to face-to-face courses,
(c) contracting and offering online and blended courses enables the district to build and
improve community relations, and (d) state regulations encourage the district to offer
online and blended learning courses. Picciano and Seaman (2008) found that teachers’
perceived importance of OL related primarily to student needs including (a) meeting the
educational needs of particular groups of students, (b) making courses available to
students that would otherwise be unavailable, (c) offering college-level and Advanced
Placement courses, (d) offering credit-recovery opportunities, and (e) minimizing
students’ scheduling conflicts.
Rosenberg (2006) indicated that effective training focuses on the approach in
which content is organized. He called this approach knowledge management. For
example, reusing information after a workshop is managing knowledge. Other strategies
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include expert modeling, sharing stories, and learning from others’ experiences including
their mistakes.
Effective formats for delivering training and professional development include
conducting small-group sessions, individualized one-to-one lab sessions, Internet-based
tutorials, mentoring, monthly discussion groups, observation of courses, and providing
listservs and supplemental printed materials (Clay (2001).
Fasse (2007), contends that the content of training sessions, as identified by online
instructors, should provide opportunities to address concerns as well as topics such as
how to use the course management system’s tools (grade book, discussion boards, white
board), course development, copyright laws, how to develop course rubrics, how to
introduce a course, how to facilitate a collaborative learning environment, how to manage
online discussions, how to be responsive to students’ postings, how to manage drop box
assignments, a discussion of the online work load, and how to handle negative comments
made by students.
According to Thompson and Berge (2007) the gap between common
implementation barriers and professional development needs could be closed by school
administrators as they investigate existing training needs and align them with the features
of a model online learning professional development program.
Lowes (2007) posits that when OL courses and programs were first introduced,
PD focused on the use of the technology including the course management system (CMS)
or learning management system (LMS), and the computer hardware. Today, the emphasis
has shifted to providing support in the use of the CMS/LMS, and the pedagogy of the
online environment.
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Lowes (2007) listed five common characteristics of OL professional development
including (a) teachers must participate in OL PD prior to teaching online, (b) teachers
who expect to teach in the OL environment, must have taken an OL course, (c) novice
OL teachers are paired with more experienced mentors and supervisors, (d) some face-toface meeting are scheduled, and (e) teachers are not paid during training, and most have
the responsibility of paying to take the OL PD course(s).
The Southern Regional Education Board Educational Technology Cooperative
(SREB) (Glowa, 2009) has found that face-to-face teaching skills are not necessarily
transferred to the online environment. In a traditional environment, a teacher
communicates content knowledge through various instructional strategies. A primary
focus, too, is placed on classroom management of a large group of students. In the online
environment, computers and computer technology are the primary mediums of
communication. The teacher must rely on technology and develop an expanded
technological skill set to facilitate learning, using a host of up-to-the minute, electronic
instructional resources. Another unique aspect of teaching online involves
communicating through written words. Therefore, online teachers must be able to write
effectively, incorporating words that convey cues and nuances that would normally be
apparent in a face-to-face setting. Promoting interaction with and between students has
been identified as an important aspect to promote student success in the OL environment.
The focus of professional development, then, should involve teachers in the direct use of
technology including course management tools such as electronic grade books,
discussion forums, white boards, email, file exchange drop boxes, chat rooms, calendars,
and methods to download course content into PDAs, for example. Learning how to
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modify an existing OL course within the structure of a course management system
(CMS), is a prerequisite for teaching OL. Other pertinent activities should include
participation in informal discussions with experienced OL teachers, viewing effective OL
instructional practices and communication strategies, partnering with experienced OL
teachers, and ongoing hands-on training to acquire a fuller understanding of the use of the
CMS.
Southern Regional Education Board Educational Technology Cooperative
(SREB) (Glowa, 2009) developed a set of standards for professional development for
online teachers that delineates the resources, leadership, and other supports that are
integral to an effective PD program. Eleven program components have been identified
including:
1. Learning community: (a) online collaboration, during and after training, (b)
align PD goals with state, district and school, and (c) follow legal, ethical use of Internet.
2. Leadership: (a) advocate for teachers, (b) OL program is integrated in
district’s overall PD plan, and (c) site-based leaders participate in PD activities.
3. Resources: (a) Overall PD budget include funds for OL course modifications,
evaluations, management, instructors, technical support, software licenses and hardware
upgrades, (b) provide OL tech mentor/coach to support teaches new to OL, (c) OL PD
should provide same monetary incentives as face-to-face PD, (d) Technical infrastructure
must be in place to support PD, (e) provide individual technical training to ensure the
success of every participant, (f) allow sufficient time for collaboration before, during and
after training, and (g) partner with higher education and businesses to meet PD needs.
4. Data driven: (a) school PD team should identify priorities based on
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achievement gaps.
5. Evaluation: (a) evaluate participant learning using OL assessments, and (b)
measure effectiveness of PD by using school indicators such as grades.
6. Research based: (a) solicit participants’ responses to training, (b) assess
participants’ learning, (c) assess organizational support, (d) assess implementation of
strategies after training, and (e) assess impact of PD on student achievement.
7. Design: (a) participants identify and use instructional strategies during
training, (b) participants select OL and face-to-face activities to engage in, (c) schedule
Pd around participants’ schedules and (d) the structure of the CMS or LMS is clear and
within learners’ comprehension.
8. Learning: (a) PD is designed to meet participant needs, (b) PD is linked to
participants’ teaching assignments, (c) document participants’ new learning through
video or e-journals, (d) incorporate web resources, CDs, video, audio and access to
subject matter experts, (e) participants’ should have opportunities to solve technical and
implementation issues, (f) use blended learning strategies, (g) provide reflection time, and
(h) accommodate the diverse readiness levels of participants.
9. Collaboration: (a) incorporate strategies that promote working together, (b)
design course to promote collaboration, and (c) develop strategies to build an OL
community.
10. Equity: (a) promote flexibility of design and inclusivity, and (b) course
materials must be appropriate for use by all participants in accordance with Section 508
of The Rehabilitation Act.
11. Quality teaching: (a) align PD goals with state’s, district’s, school’s, (b) goal
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of training should be to have participants implement research-based strategies, (c) PD
supports rigorous standards, (d) model best instructional practices through collaborative
learning and responsiveness to students, (e) enable participants to develop assessments,
(f) PD should be delivered by a content-specific teacher with prerequisite OL skills, (g)
model OL strategies, and (h) commitment is demonstrated by PD facilitator.
Following are specific examples of OL professional development programs.
Humbert and Fasse (2007) directed the online learning laboratory for faculty who were
engaged in OL teaching activities at the Rochester Institute of Technology’s (RIT)
Department of Online Learning. Faculty members who were teaching OL or blended
learning courses were able to access technical and pedagogical support in the OL
laboratory on a walk-in basis or by making an appointment to meet one-to-one with one
of the Instructional or Course Designers. An Instructional Designer worked one-to-one
with the faculty member at a computer, as the pair built a course within the Desire2Learn
8.3 course management system. Faculty who were new to the OL environment typically
had questions about how to use the electronic grade book, or how to allow a particular
student to retake a low-stakes quiz, thereby eliminating the student’s lowest grade from
his or her electronic grade book, for example. The following technologies were used to
support and enhance the course management system including (a) Respondus software
used for exam management, (b) software used to generate end-of-course evaluations, (c)
an online writing lab called OWL, (d) Adobe Connect, synchronous Web conferencing
software, (e) Adobe Presenter, PowerPoint with voice-annotation, and (f) Adobe
Captivate, text-to-spoken dialect, reusable pod casts and screen casts that are published to
the CMS/LMS.
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To further illustrate the emphasis that is now placed on providing support to
faculty in the use of the CMS/LMS and on pedagogy, faculty at RIT use course quality
and teaching strategy rubrics in the form of checklists to ensure that their OL courses
contain the elements and teaching approaches that have been proven to be effective
(Humbert and Fasse, 2007). These include adherence to accessibility and copyright laws,
promoting the use of image-enhancing graphic design features such as including a picture
of the course instructor, and facilitating learning through frequent, positive interaction
with students. The course content must include: (a) media and links that are functional
and accessible, (b) syllabus must be organized in micro units, (c) description of the
prerequisite level of knowledge and technical skills required for successful participation
in the course, (d) course policies, faculty contact, course objectives, expectations for
faculty and student communications, and course schedule, (e) technical course
specifications including type and size of course file, (f) use of the CMS calendar to
publish the assignment schedule, (g) use of the CMS drop box, (h) use of the CMS
discussion feature with information on how students’ responses are grades, (h) use of the
CMS chat room feature, (i) quizzes should be activated or restrictions published, (j)
create a mid-point student-satisfaction course survey, and (k) use the CMS grading
feature. Teaching strategies should include (a) frequent, consistent positive interactions
throughout the course, (b) provide course summaries either of the upcoming week’s work
or at the completion of each week, (c) students should have access to current and past
assignments, (d) provide students with reminders throughout the course using the
calendar feature, (e) guide discussions, but do not dominate them, (f) use drop box and
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grade book feedback features, and (g) share information collected in surveys with
students (Humbert and Fasse, 2007).
Lowes (2007) researched the Florida Virtual School’s professional development
program, (http://www.flvs.org), one of the largest OL schools in the country, having had
33,000 OL course registrations during the 2004/2005 school year and 100,000 currently
(Watson & Gemin 2008). Florida Virtual employs 174 full-time and 106 part-time
faculty. A full-time faculty member facilitates approximately 200 students as they
complete a variety of courses on various timelines. Florida Virtual’s courses are created
by project teams consisting of subject and curriculum experts, instructional designers,
and project managers. Different teams modify courses when necessary, and other teams
completely revise courses. Teachers can only add course announcements, chats and
discussions. Professional development is made available on an as-needed basis, similar to
RIT’s model. Teachers learn, for example, how to register a student in a course, but only
learn how to use the grade book feature or submit grades at a later time. Learning how to
use the course administrative and management functions occupy considerable PD time.
Veteran OL teachers mentor and supervise novices, by email and telephone, throughout
their first year of teaching online. In addition, online interactions with students are
“observed”, teacher progress reports are reviewed, and phone logs are checked as
components of the supervisory process.
Lowes (2007) posited that each of Michigan Virtual School’s (MVS)
(http://www.mivhs.org/) teachers only teach one OL course and also teach in site-based
settings either part or full time. MVS offers 100 K-12 courses and 100 exam-prep courses
that are instructor-led and self-paced. When MVS first made OL available to students in
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Michigan, it used courses that were purchased from OL vendors. Today, teams that are
comprised of an instructional designer and manager, and a department chair now develop
their own courses. A seven-week professional development course is used to prepare
teachers to teach online which has been adapted from offerings first made available to its
higher education faculty (MVS is a division of Michigan University). Department chairs
mentor, supervise and consult with novices by “sitting-in” on their OL courses. The
Michigan Department of Education has partnered with Michigan University to offer 309
professional learning courses (http://mi.learnport.org/kc/main/kc_frame.asp), some carry
university credit, to employees of Michigan school districts and the state.
Lowes (2007) described Virtual High School (VHS) (www.goVHS.org) as one of
the oldest cyber schools that is not state-supported. Founded in 1996 with a 5-year
Technology Innovation Challenge Grant from the U.S. Department of Education, the
school currently offers 237 courses to students nationally and internationally. The
Hudson, Massachusetts public schools, in conjunction with an educational research and
development organization, the Concord Consortium, was awarded the grant. When the
grant ended in 2001, a nonprofit organization was formed with headquarters in Maynard,
Massachusetts. VHS offers 237 courses. Its structure is unique in that a particular school
is awarded 50 semester seats in other OL courses when a school releases one of its
teachers to teach online for VHS. Therefore, a large majority of VHS teachers transmigrate, teaching both online and in face-to-face settings simultaneously. VHS courses
have been developed by VHS teachers, however, every teacher is required to adapt an
existing VHS course by changing the assignments, the readings and assessments, while
maintaining national standards. Students must adhere to a weekly schedule of activities,
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readings and assignments and are expected to communicate throughout each week. VHS
offers two professional development strands, the first is available to teachers and
administrators in its member schools and include 64 subject-specific, fully online courses
that are ten weeks each. These courses are designed to prepare face-to-face subject-matter
teachers for teaching in the online environment. They include courses in: Arts (7),
Business (2), Foreign Language (6), Language Arts (1), Life Skills/Health (4),
Mathematics (6), Science (18), Social Studies (14), and Technology/Technology
Education (6). There is also a 20-hour, online site coordinator’s course available. The
second strand of professional development courses are available to teachers and
administrators in non-member schools/districts and include five courses that are each sixweeks in duration at a cost of $275 each.
Lowes (2007) researched the Louisiana Virtual School (LVS) and found that inhouse teams of educators develop their online courses. Their faculty of 40 teachers have
the capability to add to online course content, but may not subtract content from any
course. LVS has developed a professional development program composed of five
phases. LVS began by enrolling their teachers in Virtual High School/ Concord
Consortium’s six-week course for prospective OL teachers. VHS and LVS adapted the
six-week course to meet teaching needs as defined by LVS. After completing the sixweek course, the new OL teacher functions as a teaching assistant under the direction of
an experienced OL teacher who serves as mentor, for one semester. At the completion of
the teaching assistant phase, the new OL teacher moves into an induction year of
teaching, where he or she is allowed to teach one OL course. All LVS teachers must
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participate in ongoing workshops and must also attend a full-day training session at the
end of each school year.
Some of the challenges facing OL programs, the educators who teach online and
the design of professional development offerings include (a) pressure to curtail PD costs,
(b) pressure to meet the educational needs of rapidly changing student populations
including those who may not have the prerequisite academic skills or motivation to
successfully complete OL coursework, (c) retention of low-achieving students other than
those in credit recovery programs who may be motivated to graduate, and (d) creation of
OL courses that are more visually appealing, use more multimedia, and allow for more
student interaction, and thereby, are less text-based. OL course developers are partnering
with companies that specialize in the use of Web 2.0 to infuse animation effects,
including avatars and intelligent tutors in their courses (Lowes, 2007).
Online learning in the K-12 sector. In at least 45 states, online/virtual learning
has transformed the teaching and learning environment for more than one million K-12
students nationally, either providing their entire high school curriculum in virtual schools,
or by supplementing face-to-face, traditional courses/programs (Tucker, 2007). Each year
since 1997 when the first online courses were made available to K-12 students (Watson
& Ryan, 2006), this number has been increasing exponentially. The explosive growth in
OL and its use by states and the districts that they serve is rooted in pragmatic reasons
such as (a) learning can occur wherever and whenever a student has access to the
Internet, (b) highly qualified teachers with specialized skills can provide instruction
without having to occupy the same physical location as their students, (c) OL gives
students access to specialized courses and teachers that are unavailable in local schools,
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(d) digital instruction can be tailored to meet distinct students’ needs, (e) the medium
allows teachers and administrators to easily monitor students’ progress, (f) the OL
environment provides immediate feedback both to students and their parents, (g) OL
complements traditional instruction, and (h) it facilitates the collection and management
of student data (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).
Rice (2006) identified five OL program types. These are (a) statewide
supplemental programs whereby students take supplemental OL courses while
maintaining enrollment in a traditional, physical school or in a cyber school within their
state. These programs are state- authorized and funded, (b) district-level supplemental OL
programs are operated autonomously by districts, (c) single-district cyber programs are
operated by individual districts that make OL available as an alternative to traditional,
face-to-face instruction, (d) multiple-district cyber programs operate within an individual
district, however, students may be enrolled from throughout the state (e) cyber charter
programs are chartered within an individual district, and may be connected to commercial
vendors. These programs enroll students statewide. Students may only earn Carnegie
Units and be awarded a diploma by a charter school or by a traditional school.
Survey, anecdotal, and descriptive sources have identified a diverse range of
students that could benefit from OL including those that have not been served in
traditional classrooms. Online learning is unique in that it provides increased educational
opportunities, scheduling flexibility, access to courses that may not be available in faceto-face settings, a learning environment that complements the student’s individual
learning style, self-paced lessons (Bogden, 2003; Chaney, 2001), and access to tutoring
when needed (Fulton & Kober, 2002).
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Online learning research has focused primarily on comparative studies that
examined student outcomes in the OL environment and the traditional classroom (Rice,
2006). In a meta-analysis conducted by Cavanaugh (2001), the effect sizes were reported
for 19 quasi-experimental and experimental studies (N = 929) which examined student
academic achievement. Findings revealed higher effect sizes in online environments
characterized by OL that supplemented traditional instruction.
A second meta-analysis conducted in 2004 (Cavanaugh & Gillan) examined 116
effect sizes on 40 factors. The findings supported previous conclusions that indicated no
significant difference between online and face-to-face classrooms (Phipps & Merisotis,
1999). The researchers concluded: “As distance education is currently practiced,
educators and other stakeholders can reasonably expect learning in a well-designed
distance education environment to be equivalent to learning in a well-designed classroom
environment” (Cavanaugh et al., 2004).
According to Rice (2006), Cavanaugh has suggested that researchers focus on the
characteristics that make OL effective as opposed to comparing the effectiveness of OL
and traditional environments. Therefore, identifying the variables that contribute to
effective OL programs could inform professional development offerings while increasing
teacher, and possibly, student performance.
K-12 online learning policies. Online learning at the K-12 level is strictly
regulated by legislation that has or has not been enacted by each state, in accordance with
a state’s constitution and statutes. State policies address funding, operations, assessment,
governance, and accountability of online programs. According to Watson & Gemin
(2008), during 2007-2008, notable policy developments occurred in Florida, Michigan
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and Alabama. Florida legislation now requires virtual learning programs be made
available to students in kindergarten – grade 8, on a full-time basis, by the 2009-2010
school year. Michigan requires every student to take and pass at least one online course in
order to graduate. Alabama requires entering freshmen beginning in 2009-2010 to take
and pass at least one online course in order to graduate.
Watson & Gemin (2008) believe that the evolution of rapid changes in the field is
outpacing policies and regulations in many states. This gap is particularly evident in the
Northeastern states of Maine, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont. These
states have been disinclined to write legislation, develop and implement state-led OL
programs, or allocate funding. This gap, therefore, in leadership, leaves the myriad
complexities of implementing and funding virtual learning programs under the auspices
of local education agencies that are, plausibly, stretched to capacity.
Thomas (2002) contends that funding, course quality and equity are issues that
must be addressed during the OL implementation phase. For example, traditional school
funding is based upon students’ average daily attendance, making OL a disincentive for
school districts to implement.
However, 45 states are making OL programs available to K-12 students in one of
four frameworks. The first and most comprehensive model is state-led and funded and is
guided by specific state statutes. This model makes online courses available, without
fees, to public school students throughout a particular state. The second model may be
equally effective in making OL available to public school students from throughout a
state. This model is also state-led and funded, however, specific statutes have not been
enacted. The third model makes it possible for districts within a state to offer and fund
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online courses for its students based upon specific state statutes that have been enacted.
However, there is an absence of a state-led program. Finally, the fourth and least
facilitative model places responsibility for OL funding and implementation on individual
local education agencies within the state after it is accepted by the school district as a
viable and legitimate form of education (Watson & Gemin, 2008).
As of this writing, 38 states have state-led and funded OL programs (6 of these
states do not have specific OL statutes), 15 states have enacted specific OL statues but
have not implemented state-led and funded programs, and just 5 states have neither
statutes nor a state-led and funded program (Watson & Gemin, 2008).
Justification for adopting OL. Many of the complex educational needs of today’s
urban students are difficult to address in traditional homogenous classrooms in schools
with limited resources. This traditional model places students and their teachers at
heightened risk for failure. According to Levin & Arafeh (2002), students are
increasingly frustrated with traditional approaches to teaching and learning, and with the
inadequate instructional resources that schools make available to them. Consequently,
according to Bridgeland (2006), students report dropping out of school for reasons that
relate directly to teaching and learning, including (a) having inadequate academic
foundational skills, (b) having learning disabilities and learning difficulties, (c) having
failing grades, (d) being retained in a grade, (e) not being able to catch up with missed
work, (f) not being able to meet graduation requirements, (g) low teacher expectations,
(h) racial, language, and ethnic barriers, (i) non-existent connection(s) to school, (j)
uninspiring and boring learning environments, (k) permissive, unsafe environments, and
(l) a lack of mentors. They have also identified reasons for dropping out that are related
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to their own personal behaviors such as: (a) not being motivated, (b) lacking persistence,
(c) being disengaged from school, and (d) having poor school attendance (Bridgeland,
2006 & Zweig, 2003). Finally, they report dropping out of school for factors that are
beyond the domain of what schools can control such as (a) poverty, (b) lack of family and
community supervision, (c) family and community stress, and (d) pregnancy/parenthood.
Effective OL adoption strategies. As early as 2000-2001, policymakers in the
Louisiana Department of Education (O’Dwyer and Carey, 2007) determined that online
learning would play a key role in their school reform efforts and launched the Louisiana
Virtual School that same year. In its first year, the Virtual school only offered 12 high
school courses to 130 students. In 2001-2002, its second year of operation, it increased
the number of online courses to 20 and had 340 student enrollments. In year three, 20022003, 24 online courses were made available, and student enrollments increased to 1,375.
In 2003-2004, 28 online courses were offered, and student enrollments increased to
2,312. Despite expanded course offerings and increased student enrollments, research
was needed to determine if online learning was effective in comparison to face-to-face
instruction. Therefore, the Louisiana Department of Education, in collaboration with the
Louisiana Center for Educational Technology (LCET) and the Louisiana School for
Math, Science, and the Arts (LSMSA) conducted a quasi-experimental study in 20042005 to determine if OL was as effective as face-to-face instruction on student
achievement in Algebra I (O’Dwyer and Carey, 2007).
Two hundred fifty-seven students from 18 classrooms in six school districts and
two private schools participated in the non-randomized study. The study was designed to
increase educational opportunities by providing students with standards-based, high-
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quality curriculum that was delivered by a certified mathematics teacher. The curriculum
was designed by the Louisiana School for Math, Science, and the Arts (LSMSA) and the
Louisiana Center for Educational technology.
The study used a blended learning which provided students with the support and
structure of regular class meetings where students met in a computer lab. A highly
qualified, certified Mathematics teacher taught online, and an in-class, face-to-face noncertified math teacher provided technical support and assisted with students’ questions
while they were in the computer lab. Students were able to access their Algebra I course
wherever they had access to an Internet-connected computer. E-mail was an integrated
feature of the course, and students used Graphire 2 Digital Tablets that had a stylus and
handwriting system, and graphing calculators. The online teachers responded to students’
questions, provided feedback on assignments, and tests, and managed threaded
discussions. The non-certified, in-class teachers were mentored by the certified, online
teachers. The in-class teachers created and maintained the learning environment, assisted
students with technology issues, guided them through the coursework, and proctored tests
and exams. Students in the control group received traditional, face-to-face Algebra I
instruction. All teachers in the study participated in professional development which
prepared them to take part in the initiative (O’Dwyer and Carey, 2007).
Students in the quasi-experimental (non-randomized) group took pre and posttests and completed an online survey. Students in the control group completed a paperand-pencil survey. A large number, 71.8%, of the students in the experimental group
indicated that learning math by using computers was what they liked most about the OL
course. They indicated that working with others was the second strongest factor that they
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liked. They indicated that using the textbook that accompanied the OL course was their
least favorite aspect of the OL course.
O’Dwyer and Carey (2007) posited that the study also answered questions
pertaining to peer-to-peer interactions and students’ perceptions of online learning. The
research findings suggested that the Algebra I online course provided effective
instruction, with students in the experimental group outperforming students in the control
group.
An analysis of the data generated by this study revealed that students in the
experimental group outscored the control group on 18 of 25 post-test items. The
researchers concluded that the Louisiana Algebra I OL model is a feasible approach to
providing instruction (O’Dwyer and Carey, 2007). Finally, in the 2007-2008 school year,
the Louisiana Department of Education offered 52 online courses, representing an
increase of roughly 300% over the 12 original courses that were first offered in 20002001.
Consistent with the relative success cited in the aforementioned studies, Rice
(2006) also found that diverse populations of students can be served by nontraditional,
Web-enabled forms of education. Increasing educational opportunities for underserved
students such as those on home instruction due to medical or behavioral issues, those who
require flexible school schedules because of employment, those who want to work at
their own pace, or are confined to correctional facilities, may be well-suited to benefit
from the OL environment (Bogden, 2003; Chaney, 2001). Student success in the OL
environment is often determined by the level of instructional and technical support
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provided, by promoting a sense of community, and by the manner in which the learning
environment is designed (LaPadula, 2003; McLoughlin, 2002).
Students with disabilities in the OL environment. Smouse (2005) investigated
whether the OL environment offers students with Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) or
ADHD perceived advantages in Florida Virtual School’s Science and Mathematics
courses in comparison with a traditional learning environment. Data was collected from
students in six constructs including: general relationship with teachers, access to teachers,
communication with teachers, feedback obtained from teachers, the advantages and
drawbacks of each learning environment, and their overall experience. Findings revealed
that more students had positive self-perceptions as learners and felt comfortable in the
OL environment. Study participants reported having had more positive relationships with
their teachers, and were satisfied with the communication and feedback that they
received. Students interacted one-to-one with their teachers from remote locations by
email, phone, and by using course tools such as discussion boards, white board tutoring,
and chat rooms The most frequently mentioned advantages of the OL environment were
the flexibility of the pace and location of learning that it afforded the students. Limited
access to their peers and socialization opportunities were cited as drawbacks to the OL
environment. Students determined that the OL environment afforded them the greatest
number of advantages.
Credit recovery in the OL environment. Watson & Gemin (2008) posit that the
OL environment has advantages over traditional teaching and learning venues because it
fosters individual attention and support for students who need this level of care to
complete their high school diploma. School districts offer OL courses that are otherwise
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unavailable in traditional classrooms. These courses are also offered to meet the unique
needs of individual learners who are looking for the right blend of instruction to support
their learning style, combined with flexible scheduling. Students taking a course for
credit recovery have previously satisfied the required seat time, however, they did not
achieve course content competency.
The essential focus of credit recovery programs is to facilitate students’ staying in
school and graduating on time. Students who are at-risk of dropping out have often been
enmeshed in a long process of disenfranchisement and disengagement, sometimes dating
back to early childhood. A student, therefore, who fails numerous classes, is considered
at-risk. This student characteristic overlaps with those who may have failed one class.
Both are in need of credit recovery. OL has become a transformational tool in the
creation of new pathways for students to earn high school credit. For example, in 2007,
Aldine Independent Schools, Texas, recovered 4,500 half-credits for its at-risk students
using an OL program, in comparison with the recovery of 700 half-credits in 2000, using
a remedial program. Aldine has gained national attention for its credit recovery program
by recruiting and training National Honor Society students to become tutors to students
engaged in credit recovery work in blended learning, OL computer labs. Master teachers
were hired who collaborated on OL course and curriculum development (Watson &
Gemin, 2008).
Watson & Gemin (2008) described the Jackson, Michigan, Jackson School
District’s credit recovery program which functions within their alternative school. The
program uses high-interest OL courses such as career planning, basic math and forensic
science to capture students’ interest as they develop academic self-discipline,
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independent learning strategies and technology communication skills within a supportive
blended learning computer lab. This developmental approach to credit recovery prepares
students to be successful in the OL environment.
Since 2004, Salem-Keizer School District, Oregon, Bridge Program has provided
OL credit recovery opportunities for students enrolled in its alternative school. This
program also uses a blended learning computer lab model, where a highly-qualified
teacher is responsible for providing in-class support and mentoring to students in the
program. The Bridge Program is unique in that students only take one half-credit course
at a time. They work to complete a succession of from six to eight half-credit courses
within a semester. Approximately 20 – 25% of Bridge students are employed, and are
allowed to adjust their computer lab time upon verification of employment. Computer
labs are located in various sites throughout the city of Salem-Keizer to increase access
and expand educational opportunities, two of the primary goals of OL (Watson & Gemin
(2008).
Watson & Gemin (2008) identified key lessons garnered from successful credit
recovery programs including the importance of motivating students. OL is motivational
because it is self-paced and promotes flexibility, and it removes the stigma that may be
normally associated with traditional remediation programs.
Barriers to K-12 adoption. Rice (2006) identified factors that may limit the
growth of OL including costs associated with developing or purchasing OL content and
courses, inconsistent quality of courses, unstable reimbursement systems for student
attendance in OL courses, and extant federal, state, and local OL policies.
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In a nation where technology and its myriad applications are portrayed as
humanistic advancement, and it is believed to be an equalizer in education and other
major sectors of our society (Gorski, 2008), researchers have found that low-income,
minority students are not afforded equal access to the technological innovations that
could potentially improve their academic opportunities and outcomes (Donahue,
Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, & Campbell, 2001). For example, more than 1.2 million
students attending New York’s Big Five urban school districts (Buffalo, New York City,
Rochester, Syracuse, and Yonkers), many of whom are historically disadvantaged and
have demonstrated an acute need for expanded educational opportunities, currently may
not have access to OL, despite the technology’s potential to revolutionize their learning
experiences (Christensen, 2008). This may be due to the substantial expenses that are
involved in making technology available (Hendrix, 2005). However, classrooms in New
York State have been fortified by an infusion of $350,243,776 from 2001 to 2008 by the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Enhancing Education through Technology Program
(Mouza, 2008). Researchers have found, however, that in urban schools, educational
technology is primarily used for word processing and other rudimentary functions
(Christensen, 2008). Therefore, simply placing computer technology in schools does not
fully address the equity issue.
The absence of state policy authorizing and funding OL programs is the most
formidable barrier to students’ access to OL courses, particularly in the five Northeastern
states of Maine, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont. It is believed that
students living in these states are among those who could benefit the most from
educational technologies such as OL, however, dated policy and budgetary restrictions
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are major reasons for limited implementation in these states (U. S. Department of
Education, 2006).
Picciano & Seaman (2007) identified the confusing nomenclature that is used to
define the OL environment as another barrier that could affect the adoption of new online
programs and courses. NACOL (2008) defines online learning and online schools as
education that occurs over the Internet, and is teacher-led with all participants separated
geographically. Other terms that have been used interchangeably with online learning
include “e-learning,” “cyber school,” and “virtual school.” Associated educational
technology practices such as “blended learning” and “Web-enabled classroom” are
defined as the use of Internet resources in a face-to-face classroom setting.
Conclusion and Summary of Remaining Chapters
Despite the growth of online learning in the K-12 sector, public school students in
New York’s urban centers, in particular, have had limited access to this technology. This
may be due to an absence of policy direction from the New York State Education
Department, the lack of a state-funded, online learning program, and unclear local district
policy and direction regarding the use of OL courses. These gaps in educational
opportunities continue to exist although research has been conducted that demonstrates
the effectiveness and advantages of online learning in comparison to high-quality, faceto-face instruction (Watson and Gemin, 2008). In local districts, factors such as an
organization’s readiness to adopt OL (Berge & Muilenburg, 2001); administrators’ and
teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward online learning coupled with their intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations to use technology (Betts, 1998 & Bonk, 2001), and their
professional development needs (Clay, 1999, & Thompson & Berge, 2007) contribute to
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implementation issues.
This study, therefore, examined urban secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of online learning to support instruction and student learning in a state that
has yet to write OL legislation or policy. The review of the literature focused on the
historical context of OL in the higher education and K-12 sectors; it used theoretical
lenses to promote an understanding of educators’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to
use technology, their professional development needs, and an organization’s readiness to
adopt OL. The literature review examined transformations in teaching and learning
brought about by technological advancements, it reviewed current OL developments,
practices and policies and justifications for adopting OL, and barriers to the adoption of
OL in the K-12 sector.
The next chapter, Chapter 3 presents the research design for this study including
the methodological overview, a description of the context in which the study was
conducted, a description of the research participants, development and administration of
the survey instrument, and the quantitative data collection and analysis procedures that
were used.
Chapter 4 presents the findings of this quantitative study and Chapter 5 presents a
discussion and interpretation of the findings and makes recommendations for further
study and OL practices.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction
Chapter Three details the design, procedures, and methodology used to collect
and analyze numerical data for this descriptive, non-experimental survey study. Data
were acquired from the administration of an online questionnaire designed to answer
eight research questions. The context in which the study took place, descriptors of the
research participants, justification for the use of a survey to collect data, and the
processes that were used to objectively analyze the data and identify possible
relationships between variables, are included in this chapter.
This study’s research was conducted using a survey design approach (Creswell,
2007). This design allowed the researcher to examine numeric data to identify and
quantify trends in the perceptions of the populations under study. The study examined
secondary principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online learning to support instruction
and student learning in a mid-sized, urban school district. The study identified
participants’ awareness and interest in online learning, their direct experiences with
online learning, their professional development needs in relation to implementing online
learning, and their perceptions of possible facilitating and hindering factors as they relate
to making credit-bearing online courses available to their students. Examining secondary
principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online learning, particularly in a northeastern
state where the adoption and use of this technology lags behind southeastern, central and
western states (Watson, 2008), could provide school district leaders and state
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policymakers with data that inform future decisions regarding OL access issues.
General Perspective
Despite widespread use of online learning at the secondary school level in at least
45 states, educators and their students in New York’s urban public schools have had
limited access to this innovative technology (Watson, 2008). The explosive growth in
online and blended learning, and its use by state education departments and the districts
that they serve is rooted in pragmatic reasons. For example, online learning allows
teachers to readily individualize, differentiate, and asynchronously instruct a diverse
student population. Online learning also allows teachers to tailor instruction to meet the
needs of non-traditional and traditional learners in a variety of different settings (Boulton,
2002). Students report that their need for flexible learning options, greater autonomy, and
access to certified teachers in high-need subject areas, are essential reasons for taking
online courses (Tucker, 2007). Superintendents and other school administrators who have
implemented online programs point to flexibility of instructional design and student
scheduling (Tucker, 2007). Similarly, State Education Department Commissioners have
cited online learning as an opportunity to effectively provide all students with equitable
learning opportunities (Tucker, 2007).
Gorski (2008) believes that technology and its myriad of applications are
perceived to be an equalizer in education and other major sectors of our society, as well
as being a portal to humanistic advancement. However, researchers have found that lowincome, minority students are not afforded equal access to the technological innovations
that could potentially improve their academic opportunities and outcomes (Donahue,
Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, & Campbell, 2001). Therefore, although youth have
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“technology in their blood” (Paige, 2004) and live “powered-up” technological social
lives outside of school (Levin & Arafeh, 2002), many of these students have had
negligible technology access in the schools that they attend, largely due to uninformed
district and school leadership, budgetary restrictions, and dated policy (U.S. Department
of Education, 2006). The genesis for this study, therefore, was to investigate the
perceptions of secondary school principals and teachers working in a mid-sized, upstate,
New York urban school district, to determine if relationships existed between
demographic and other extant variables that could affect the implementation of OL
policies and practices in the district where the study took place.
Eleven independent variables were researched including (a) Years in education,
(b) Assigned position, (c) Years in job title, (d) Certification area, (e) Educational
attainment, (f) Age, (g) Gender, (h) Race, (i) School size, (j) Number of teachers in their
school building, and (k) Number of administrators in their school building.
Eight research questions provided a framework to identify study participants’ (a)
awareness, (b) interests, (c) preparation to offer online courses, (d) professional
development participation in online training, (e) perceptions of OL implementation
strategies, (f) self-identified professional development needs, (g) OL program practices,
(h) perceived facilitating factors to OL adoption, and (i) perceived hindering factors to
OL adoption.
Research question one. Is there a relationship between the demographic variables
(e.g., age, gender, race, degree level, job title, years of experience, and certification area)
of secondary school teachers and principals and their perceived importance of OL to
support instruction and student learning?
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Research question two. Is there a relationship between the level of awareness and
the perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning
among secondary school teachers and principals?
Research question three. Is there a relationship between direct experiences with
and the degree of exposure to online learning and its perceived importance among
secondary school teachers and principals?
Research question four. Is there a relationship between the level of preparation
and perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning
among secondary school teachers and principals?
Research question five. Is there a relationship between the level of preparation
and perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning
among secondary school teachers and principals and their identified professional learning
needs?
Research question six. What professional learning opportunities do secondary
school teachers and principals perceive as being most important to implement online
learning to support instruction and student learning?
Research question seven. What factors do secondary school teachers and
principals perceive as discouraging or encouraging in the implementation of online
learning to support instruction and student learning?
Research question eight. What are the differences and similarities in the factors
that secondary school teachers and principals perceive as important in the implementation
of online learning to support instruction and student learning?
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These research questions provided the schema for the development of the
questionnaire instrument used in the study. A 28-item, direct-data (Thomas & Brubaker,
2000) cross-sectional survey instrument, (Appendix A), was specifically designed for this
quantitative study using a commercially available software package. The survey was
distributed electronically in June, 2009, to a sample of secondary principals and teachers
working in an urban, public school district. This non-random sample comprised 17
secondary principals and 1215 secondary teachers, representing all of the secondary
principals and teachers in the district. Two hundred nine study participants self-selected
to participate in the study by completing the 28-item questionnaire.
The survey method was selected to collect data because it constitutes one of the
most frequently used approaches to collect large quantities of data quickly (Fitzpatrick,
Sanders & Worthen, 2004). The initial electronic distribution of the questionnaire to
study participants took place in the first week of June, 2009 and included a personalized
message of introduction. The introduction contained a statement assuring participants of
their confidentiality and provided an approximation of the timeframe, 20 – 25 minutes
that it would take to complete the survey. A panel of experts established the content
validity of the instrument.
Research Context
The study took place in an urban public school district that had a graduation rate
of 56% in 2007. The district is located in a small, 13-square mile city situated in the
western region of New York State. Nine square miles of the city have been characterized
by the City’s former mayor as Concentrated Poverty Census Tracks (Urban Markets and
Regional Equity, 2004). The mid-sized district comprises 34,000 students (2,000 Pre-K;

59

17,000 K-6; 15,000 7-12). The district has the highest poverty rate in comparison to
similar districts in the State, with 88% of its students being eligible for free or reducedprice lunch and 50% of its schools at a poverty rate of 90% or higher. Student
demographics include 65% African American or Black, 21% Hispanic, 12% Caucasian,
2% Asian, Native American, East Indian or Other, and 8%, Limited English Proficiency.
In addition, 35 different language groups are represented in the district. An examination
of the District’s current academic data underscores the existence of student achievement
gaps, student disengagement, insufficient opportunities for teachers to provide students
with individualized attention, heightened risk for school failure from Grades 7 through 9,
and a disproportionately high rate (17%) of students that are classified as requiring
special education services.
Research Participants
A non-random sample comprising 1215 secondary teachers certified by the New
York State Education Department in one or more of 22 subject or specialty areas and 17
secondary building principals were invited to participate in the online survey. Study
participants included males and females, and tenured and non-tenured teachers and
principals possessing from one to more than 20 years of experience as educators. All
study participants had earned Masters’ degrees and two were working on doctorate
degrees. The participants ranged in age from less than 30 up to 59 years. The racial and
ethnic composition of study participants included African Americans or Blacks,
Hispanics or Latinos, Caucasians or Whites. The survey instrument also contained a
racial/ethnic category for study participants who chose to identify themselves as “Other”.
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Survey Instrument
The development of the 28-item instrument used in this study was shaped by the
seminal works of online learning researchers such as Betts (1999), Bonk (2001),
Cavanaugh (2007), Clay (2001), Picciano & Seaman (2008), and Watson (2008). The
scope and direction of this study, therefore, has its genesis in their research and
recommendations for further study. The questionnaire was developed after an exhaustive
search failed to produce an existing, appropriate instrument that would measure the
perceptions of secondary principals and teachers regarding online learning. The
questionnaire used in the study was carefully aligned with four criteria identified by
Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004); including (a) appropriately sequencing
questions, (b) wording questions correctly, (c) engendering feelings that would elicit
assistance and rapport throughout the administration of the questionnaire, and (d)
providing instructions that were easily understood. Development of a 28-item
questionnaire resulted from disaggregating previous online learning research, juxtaposed
with the researcher’s objective to conduct a descriptive study that would identify the
existence of relationships between demographic characteristics and perceptions of OL
technology.
A hard copy of the survey instrument was first field tested on a small population
of teachers in April, 2009; the feedback obtained from these initial administrations of the
instrument proved invaluable to further developing and refining the document. This first
iteration of the survey was submitted to this researcher’s Dissertation Committee for
feedback and edification. The questionnaire was comprised of distinct sections including
(a) demographic variables (e.g., years in education, current position, years in job title,
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certification, educational attainment, age, gender, race, student enrollment, number of
teachers working in school, and number of administrators working in school), (b) level of
awareness, (c) interest in online learning, (d) preparation and direct experiences with
online learning, (e) professional development participation, (f) implementation factors,
(g) professional development strategies, (h) programmatic factors, (i) facilitating factors,
and (j) hindering factors. Each section along with supporting survey items or questions
were configured in a matrix format and submitted to a panel of experts for their review,
comment and recommendations for refinement.
Panel members included the Director of Educational Technology and a staff
member from the Department of Research Evaluation and Testing who worked for the
district under study, the presidents of the local administrators’ and teachers’ unions, and a
national expert on OL programs. The panel reviewed the survey instrument and
subsequently recommended modifications that contributed to the overall precision,
conciseness, clarity and effectiveness of the questionnaire items. The panel members
were encouraged to provide feedback on the instrument that would improve the
consistency of understanding and response among the participants in the study. The
researcher secured the panel member’s support by first providing evidence that approvals
had been obtained from the Institutional Review Board and from the district’s
Department of Research, Evaluation and Testing. Secondly, the panel’s commitment to
work on the project was secured by emphasizing the significance of the study and the
possible implications of its findings for the future work of teachers and administrators in
the district. Panel members were provided with a questionnaire review form that was
designed in a matrix format that delineated each research question, its corresponding

62

survey items, and white space for the reviewer’s comments. The form was sent
electronically to each panel member along with an explanatory letter that outlined the
specifics of the task. Panel members were asked to provide their feedback within seven
days. Five days after electronically sending these documents, phone calls were made by
the researcher’s Dissertation Chair to encourage the members to return their completed
documents at their earliest convenience, and a second, follow-up email was also sent by
the researcher. The presidents of the teachers’ and administrators’ unions indicated their
support of the content validity of the survey instrument and did not recommend any
substantive changes. The Director of the Department of Instructional Technology
recommended that the scope of the questionnaire be expanded by including the following
additional questions: (a) “How should a vendor of OL courses be chosen?”, (b) “Should
several pilot programs be implemented before a district-wide rollout is attempted?”, (c)
“What is credit-worthy work and who decides?”, (d) “Should trained vendor teachers
deliver OL or our own teachers”?, (e) “Should credit-recovery be part of OL?”, and (f)
“Which courses are appropriate for OL delivery?” The last question was incorporated in
the survey and yielded useful data. Questions and comments were also posed by the
national expert on OL programs including: (a) “Should there be ongoing training for
online teachers? If so, how many hours each year?”, (b) “Do you believe that OL can be
more cost effective for some programs?”, (c) Are online courses as rigorous as classroom
courses?”, (d) When starting an online program, would it be better to develop your own
courses or purchase existing ones?”, (e) “Do you believe OL courses would be as
effective as face-to-face courses?”, (f) Would students need more self-discipline and
independent learning strategies to be successful in the online environment?”, and (g)
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“How to inform and educate students about the availability of OL?” Based on a review of
the questions recommended, the researcher in consultation with her dissertation
committee, determined that iterations of questions a, b, c, e and f were consistent with the
purpose of the study, and subsequently incorporated the additional questions into the
survey instrument. The final survey modification complied with confidentiality
requirements stipulated by the Department of Research, Evaluation and Testing. After
incorporating the applicable modifications, the 28-item survey instrument was prepared
and scheduled for dissemination to secondary school principals and teachers.
The principal at each of the 17 high schools was contacted to provide the names
of their secondary teachers. From these lists, email addresses were identified from the
district’s Global Address List. An electronic link to the survey was electronically mailed
in the first week of June, 2009. Seven mailings took place within a three-week period.
The potential sample size included 1215 secondary teachers and 17 principals. Of this
number, 206 teachers and 7 principals voluntarily self-selected to become study
participants by completing the online questionnaire. The survey software included an
“Op-out” feature that allowed potential participants the option of electronically blocking
the link to the survey, and therefore, not participating. The data generated by the
completion of the questionnaire were analyzed using quantitative descriptive statistics.
The representative data set encompasses 5,433 numeric responses and 54 openended, narrative responses. A content analysis (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen, 2004),
of the narrative responses was performed, categorized thematically and coded
numerically. Inquiry of the qualitative data was made carefully avoiding researcher bias
(Creswell, 2007). The descriptive statistical analysis of the quantitative data began by
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cross-tabulating the percentages representing the dependent variable responses with the
independent variable responses using SurveyMonkey.com, a web-based survey design,
data collection and analysis tool to determine comparative frequencies.
Data Collection and Analysis
The study design enabled the researcher to identify and define trends that could be
generalized to a larger population of secondary principals and teachers in the district
under study regarding perceptions of OL. In consultation with the researcher’s
dissertation committee, it was determined the data would be organized and analyzed
using descriptive statistical procedures. Among the advantages of using descriptive
statistics is the ability to summarize data in easy to understand quantitative configurations
(Thomas & Brubaker, 2000, p. 194). Throughout the process of becoming steeped in the
data, the usefulness of summarizing and presenting the research findings in terms of
response frequencies and percentages, became evident. This method enabled the
researcher to compare response frequencies across multiple variables, crosstabulate
response rates to identify the existence of relationships between variables, and answer the
eight research questions.
An analysis of the data is depicted in tables in Chapter 4. The analysis includes:
(a) principals’ and teachers’ demographic characteristics, (b) a comparison of study
participants’ demographic characteristics with national teacher demographics, (c) a
comparison of principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the importance of OL, (d) the
perceived importance of OL by race, (e) the perceived importance of OL by gender, (f)
the direct experiences of participants with OL, (g) the relationship between preparation
for OL and perceived importance of OL, (h) the professional development opportunities
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deemed important to implement OL, (i) comparison of principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of OL, (j) perceived factors that facilitate implementation of OL, (k)
perceived factors that hinder the implementation of OL, (l) similarities in factors
perceived as important to implementation, and (m) differences in factors perceived as
important to implementation.
Conclusion and Summary of Remaining Chapters
The development and execution of this quantitative survey study began with a
review of the literature to identify what the salient issues were relating to secondary
principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of OL.
The researcher encountered two limitations in designing the research
methodology and obtaining the desired response rate for the study. The first limitation
was the dearth of research design methodologies specifically related to on OL in the K-12
sector which was the focus of this study. However there was a more substantial body of
research conducted on OL in the higher education sector. To help mitigate this limitation,
the researcher identified, reviewed and used certain research studies that were conducted
in the higher education sector to inform the methodological design of this study. The
second limitation was the timing of the administration of the survey instrument to the
populations of the study. Due to unforeseen circumstances, beyond the researcher’s
control, the administration of the instrument was delayed and occurred in June. This was
one of the busiest times of the school year for teachers and principals, and resulted in a
lower response rate among the populations identified in the study. While several followup attempts were made by the researcher encouraging teachers and principals to complete
the survey, these attempts produced relatively modest results. The data generated by the
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participants’ responses to the items on the survey instrument will be analyzed and the
related findings will be discussed in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Results
The research findings for this survey study on secondary principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of online learning to support instruction and student learning are presented in
this chapter. The chapter is organized according to each of the eight research questions
that defined the overarching purpose for the study. The findings have been based on the
quantitative responses, collected from the self-administration of a 28-item survey, from
202 secondary teachers and 7 secondary principals who worked in a mid-sized, upstate
New York public school district. The response rate was 17.2% for teachers and 41.2% for
principals. The quantitative data has been analyzed using descriptive statistics, defined as
descriptions of what the data revealed (Research Methods Knowledge Base, 2006).
Descriptions are provided regarding what was discovered about principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of OL, thereby, shedding light on possible answers to each of the eight
research questions. To gain a fuller understanding of the data, it has been summarized
and organized in Tables 4.1 – 4.27. Descriptive statistical analyses were performed
including response frequencies for individual and ranges of values for variables.
Research Question One
Is there a relationship between certain demographic variables (e.g., age, gender,
position, race) among secondary school teachers and principals and their perceived
importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning?
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Table 4.1 presents demographic characteristics of secondary principals who
participated in the study. Their raw scores have been categorized within ranges of
demographic values including age, race and gender.
Table 4.1
Principals’ Demographics (N = 7)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

n

%

________________________________________________________________________
Age
Less than 30

0

0.0%

30 – 39

2

28.6%

40 – 49

3

42.9%

50 – 59

2

28.6%

More than 59

0

0.0%

African American

2

28.6%

Caucasian

4

57.1%

Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)

1

14.3%

Female

2

28.6%

Male

5

71.4%

Ethnicity/Race

Gender

________________________________________________________________________
The data in Table 4.1 displayed that three out of seven principals who responded
to the invitation to complete the online survey were in the 40 – 49 age range, two were in
the 30 – 39 age range and two were in the 50 – 59 age range. None were less than 30 or
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more than 59 years old. Four out of seven were Caucasian, two were African American
and there was one in the “Other” category, and five out of seven were male.
Table 4.2 presents secondary teachers’ demographic characteristics including
their frequency responses for age, race and gender. The majority of secondary teachers
who elected to become study participants were in the 50 – 59 age range (31.3%),
followed by the 30 – 39 age range (24.0%), the 40 – 49 age range (24.0%), less than 30
(16.2%), and more than 59 (4.5%). One hundred and forty (79.5%) were Caucasian
teachers, followed by African American teachers (14.2%), Hispanic teachers (2.8%),
Multi-Racial teachers (2.3%), and an Asian teacher (0.6%). Female teachers comprised
61.8% of participants while male teachers comprised 38.2%.
Table 4.3 presents a comparison of principals’ and teachers’ response frequencies
for their K-12 experience. This was useful because it shed light on the level of shared
knowledge that each group possessed. For example, three out of seven (42.9%) principals
had more than 20 years of experience in comparison with (25.8%) of teachers in this
experience range. Two principals (28.6%) had 16 – 20 years of experience in comparison
with (5.6%) of teachers in this experience range. One principal (14.3%) had 6 – 10 years
of experience in comparison with (29.2%) of teachers in this experience range, and one
principal (14.3%) had 11 – 15 years of experience in comparison with (11.2%) of
teachers in this experience range. Teachers had less K-12 experience, demonstrated by
(25.3%) who had one – five years (principals 0.0% in this range), and (2.8%) who had
less than one year (principals 0.0% in this range).
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Table 4.2
Secondary Teachers’ Demographics (N = 179)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

n

%

________________________________________________________________________
Age
Less than 30

29

16.2%

30 – 39

43

24.0%

40 – 49

43

24.0%

50 – 59

56

31.3%

8

4.5%

More than 59
Ethnicity/Race
Asian

1

0.6%

25

14.2%

Hispanic

5

2.8%

Multi-Racial

4

2.3%

White/Caucasian

140

79.5%

Female

105

61.8%

65

38.2%

Black/African American

Gender

Male

________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.3
Comparison of Principals’ and Teachers’ Experience Demographics
________________________________________________________________________
Variables
Principals (N=7) Teachers (N=179)
Differentials
N %
n
%
%
________________________________________________________________________
Years in K-12 Education
Less than 1

0

0.0%

5

2.8%

2.8%

1–5

0

0.0%

45

25.3%

-25.3%

6 – 10

1

14.3%

52

29.2%

-14.9%

11 – 15

1

14.3%

20

11.2%

3.1%

16 – 20

2

28.6%

10

5.6%

23.0%

More than 20

3

42.9%

46

25.8%

17.1%

Years in current job
Less than 1

2

28.6%

9

5.0%

23.6%

1–5

1

14.3%

63

35.2%

20.9%

6 – 10

4

57.1%

55

30.7%

26.4%

11 – 15

0

0.0%

13

7.3%

7.3%

16 – 20

0

0.0%

10

5.6%

5.6%

More than 20

0

0.0%

29

16.2%

16.2%

Educational attainment
Bachelors

1

14.3%

5

2.8%

11.5%

Working on masters

0

0.0%

15

8.4%

8.4%

Masters

1

14.3%

102

57.0%

42.7%

Masters + 30 credits

6

85.7%

38

21.2%

64.5%

28.6%

4

2.2%

26.4%

0.0%

3

1.7%

1.7%

Working on doctorate
Doctorate

2
0
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This pattern was also reflected in the question, “How many years have you
worked in your current job title?” with teachers responding in every category from “Less
than 1” (5.0%), up to “More than 20” (16.2%). In contrast, principals’ years in their
current job title was clustered in three categories, “Less than 1” (28.6%), “1 – 5” (14.3%),
and “6 – 10” (57.1%). There were no responses for categories, “11 – 15” (0%), “16 – 20”
(0%), and “More than 20” (0%). Twenty-eight percent of principals (28.6%) were
working on doctorate degrees in comparison with 2.2% of teachers, however, 1.7% of
teachers held doctorate degrees in comparison to 0.0% of principals. Masters + 30 credits
included (principals, 85.7%, teachers 21.2%).
One of the objectives of this study was to look at K-12 OL practices in New York
State in contrast with 45 other states that have implemented state-wide OL programs and
practices. Therefore, it was important to gain an understanding of demographics of the
national population of teachers. To this end, Table 4.4 presents a comparison of the
demographics of study participants in contrast with national teacher demographics.
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Table 4.4
Comparison of Participants’ and National Teacher Demographics
________________________________________________________________________
Demographic

Sample

National

Percentiles

Percentiles

Differentials
%

________________________________________________________________________
Age
Less than 30

14.4%

15.1%

-0.7%

30 – 39

23.1%

24.5%

-1.4%

40 – 49

26.9%

25.6%

1.3%

50 – 59

31.3%

29.6%

1.7%

4.3%

5.1%

-0.8%

African American

14.3%

7.1%

7.2%

Caucasian

79.3%

84.7%

-5.4%

Other
6.0%
(Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)

6.7%

-0.7%

More than 59
Ethnicity/Race

Gender
Female

60.8%

55.9%

4.9%

Male

39.2%

44.1%

-4.9%

________________________________________________________________________
Percent differentials in the categories “Age”, “Ethnicity/Race”, and “Gender”, are
closely aligned between teachers in this study and national teacher data, ranging in a
minimum differential of 0.7% in the “Less than 30” Age category to a maximum of 7.2%
in the “African American” Ethnicity/Race category. There were slightly more (1.7%)
participants in the “50 – 59 Age group category who are approaching retirement age in
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comparison with national figures. In the Ethnicity/Race category, African American
study participants surpassed national figures by 7.2%, and conversely, Caucasian
participants were fewer in comparison to national figures by 5.4%. The “Other” category
included Asian, Hispanic and Multi-Racial participants. This category was consistent
with national demographics by 0.7%. The “Gender” category produced differentials of
4.9% for both males and females. Demographics of study participants reflected national
percentages in the Age and Gender categories. African American study participants
exceeded national percentages by 7.2%, indicating that there were more African
American teachers working in Rochester in comparison to national demographics.
Table 4.5 presents a comparison of participants’ K-12 experience and their
educational attainment, contrasted with the national teacher population. Comparisons
were made where the same language was used to identify specific categories.
The comparisons made between study participants’ with national teacher demographics
yielded interesting findings. For example, study participants’ and the national
demographic for “Years Worked in K-12 Education, More than 20”, had a 0.0%
differential. Both groups had 28.0% of their population in this category. Study
participants’ educational attainment exceeded national percentages in the Bachelors’ and
Masters’ categories. Bachelors’ degrees were held by 11.2% of study participants in
comparison with 2.6% of the national teacher population, representing an 8.6%
differential. Masters degrees were held by 80.4% of study participants in comparison
with 42.0% of the national teacher population, representing a 38.4% differential. The
educational attainment of study participants indicated that they were more educated in
comparison with national teacher percentages.
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Table 4.5
Comparison of Participants’ Professional Demographics with National Demographics
________________________________________________________________________
Demographic

Sample

National

Percentiles

Percentiles

Differentials
%

________________________________________________________________________
Years Worked in K-12 Education
Less than 1

2.4%

--

1–5

22.7%

--

6 – 10

26.6%

--

11 – 15

11.6%

--

16 – 20

8.7%

--

More than 20

28.0%

28.0%

0.0%

Bachelors

11.2%

2.6%

8.6%

Masters

80.4%

42.0%

38.4%

1.7%

2.0%

0.3%

Educational Attainment

Doctorate

Other
7.2%
5.6%
1.6%
________________________________________________________________________
Table 4.6 presents a comparison of principals’ and teachers’ certification
responses.
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Table 4.6
Comparison of Principals’ and Teachers’ Certification Demographics
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Differentials

n
%
n
%
%
________________________________________________________________________
Certification
Bilingual Education
0
0.0%
2
1.1%
-1.1%
Family/Consumer Science 1
14.3%
1
0.6%
13.7%
Health Education
1
14.3%
4
2.2%
12.1%
School Counseling
0
0.0%
6
3.4%
-3.4%
Psychology
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
Administrator/Supervisor 6
85.7%
11
6.1%
79.6%
School Building Leader
1
14.3%
5
2.8%
11.5%
District Business Leader 0
0.0%
1
0.6%
-0.6%
School Dist Leader
3
42.9%
3
3.4%
39.5%
Art
1
14.3%
5
2.8%
11.5%
English
0
0.0%
32
17.9%
-17.9%
Foreign Language
0
0.0%
10
5.6%
-5.6%
K-6
1
14.3%
17
9.5%
4.8%
Library Science
0
0.0%
3
1.7%
-1.7%
Literacy
0
0.0%
5
2.8%
-2.8%
Music
0
0.0%
1
0.6%
-0.6%
Mathematics
2
28.6%
25
14.0%
14.6%
Physical Education
1
14.3%
3
1.7%
12.6%
Science (any)
0
0.0%
28
15.6%
-15.6%
Social studies
1
14.3%
19
10.6%
3.7%
Special Education
1
14.3%
58
32.4%
-18.1%
Technology
1
14.3%
12
6.7%
7.6%
Other
0
0.0%
23
12.8%
-12.8%
________________________________________________________________________
Principals held certifications in 11 out of 23 categories. Teachers held
certifications in 22 out of 23 categories, representing a greater diversity of core academic
skills. Teachers who held special education certification (32.4%) comprised the largest
group of study participants, and those who held certification in English (17.9%) made up
the second largest group. One principal (14.3%) held Technology certification, compared
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with 12 or 6.7% of teachers. The data indicated that teachers hold more diverse academic
and technology certifications in comparison to principals.
Table 4.7 ranks principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of OL use for specific
subject areas. Their response frequencies are presented in Table 4.7.
Table 4.7
Teachers’ and Principals’ Preferred OL Subject Matter (N = 186)
________________________________________________________________________
Principals

Teachers

Differential

Subject Area
n
%
n
%
%
______________________________________________________________________
Social Studies
6
85.7%
123
73.7%
12.0%
Health

6

85.7%

115

68.9%

16.8%

Electives

3

42.9%

114

68.3%

- 25.4%

English

5

71.4%

109

65.3%

6.1%

Mathematics

5

71.4%

106

63.5%

7.9%

Science/Virtual Labs

4

57.1%

90

53.9%

3.2%

________________________________________________________________________
The data showed that 85.7% of principals and 73.7% of teachers identified social
studies as their preferred subject to offer online, followed by health (principals, 85.75%)
and (teachers, 68.9%). Teachers (68.3%) identified Electives as the third OL subject area,
compared to only 42.9% of principals. Aggregate responses resulted in English being
ranked fourth (principals 71.4%) and (teachers 65.3%). Mathematics was identified by
principals (71.4%) and teachers (63.5%) as the fifth subject to offer online. Finally,
Science with Virtual Labs was identified as principals’ (57.1%) and teachers’ (53.9%)
sixth subject to offer online; however, this subject had the smallest percent differential
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(3.2%), which indicated greater agreement between the groups. The greatest percent
differential (-25.4%), which indicated a wide disparity between the two groups was
recorded for Electives. The discussion presented in Chapter 5 will posit some of the
reasons why principals and teachers may have identified Social Studies as their preferred
OL offering. (Participants had the option to select more than one applicable answer).
Table 4.8 presents the OL factors that principals perceived as important by race.
Table 4.8
Principals’ Race Cross-Tabulated with Ranked Importance of OL (N = 7)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
________________________________________________________________________
OL could expand teaching and learning opportunities
Black/African American
2 100.0%
White/Caucasian
4 100.0%
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
1 100.0%
Totals
7 100.0%

0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

OL could differentiate instruction
Black/African American
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
White/Caucasian
Totals

2 100.0%
1 100.0%
4 100.0%
7 100.0%

0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

OL could provide additional learning cost effectively
Black/African American
2 100.0%
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
1 100.0%
White/Caucasian
4 100.0%
Totals
7 100.0%

0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Could increase graduation rates
Black/African American
2 100.0%
0
0.0%
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
1 100.0%
0
0.0%
White/Caucasian
4 100.0%
0
0.0%
Totals
7 100.0%
0
0.0%
__________________________________________________________________
(Table 4.8 continues)
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(Table 4.8 continued)
_____________________________________________________________________
Variable

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
_______________________________________________________________________
OL could supplement traditional instruction
Black/African American
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
White/Caucasian
Totals

1 50.0%
1 100.0%
4 100.0%
6 85.71%

1
0
0
1

50.0%
0.0%
0.0%
14.29%

OL could increase achievement
Black/African American
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
White/Caucasian
Totals

1 50.0%
1 100.0%
4 100.0%
6 85.71%

1
0
0
1

50.0%
0.0%
0.0%
14.29%

OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses
Black/African American
1 50.0%
1
50.0%
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)
1 100.0%
0
0.0%
White/Caucasian
4 100.0%
0
0.0%
Totals
6 85.71%
1
14.29%
_______________________________________________________________________
The data indicated that principals (100.0%) agreed with four out of seven
variables. One African American principal (14.29%) disagreed with three out of seven
statements including: “OL could increase student achievement”, “OL could supplement
traditional instruction”, and “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”, although
this principal agreed with the statement, “OL could increase graduation rates”.
Table 4.9 presents factors that principals deemed important for specific student
populations, by race.
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Table 4.9
Principals’ Importance of OL for Specific Student Populations by Race (N = 7)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographic

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
________________________________________________________________________
OL could address needs of students with disabilities
Black/African American

1

50.0%

1

50.0%

Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)

1 100.0%

0

0.0%

White/Caucasian

4 100.0%

0

0.0%

Totals

6

85.71%

1

14.29%

OL could address needs of ELL/LEP students
Black/African American

1

50.0%

1

50.0%

Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial)

1 100.0%

0

0.0%

White/Caucasian

4 100.0%

0

0.0%

Totals

6

1

14.29%

85.71%

________________________________________________________________________
Six out of seven principals (85.71%) were in agreement that OL could address the
needs of students with disabilities, and it could address the needs of ELL/LEP students.
One African American principal (14.29%) disagreed with these statements.
Table 4.10 presents teachers’ ranked response frequencies, by race, for their
perceived importance of OL on seven factors. The aggregate data on teachers’ perceived
importance of OL demonstrated that 96.7% ranked OLs capacity to expand teaching and
learning opportunities as the primary reason for its importance, followed by its use to
differentiate instruction (94.2%), provide a cost-effective instructional delivery method
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(88.3%), supplement traditional instruction (86.7%), increase graduation rates (86.2%),
and finally, provide equally rigorous courses (75.0%). It is interesting that 60.0% of
Hispanic teachers disagreed with two of these statements including, “OL could increase
graduation rates”, and OL courses could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”. In
response to the survey item, “OL could supplement traditional instruction, 100.0% of
Hispanic teachers agreed. In the “Importance of OL” category, this was the only item that
100.0% of Hispanic teachers agreed upon. The lowest ranked statement in this category,
“OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”, was disagreed upon by members of all
racial groups. These data indicated that teachers perceived the importance of OL.
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Table 4.10
Teachers’ Race Cross-tabulated with Perceived Importance of OL (N = 203)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
________________________________________________________________________
OL could expand teaching & learning opportunities
Black/African American
29 96.7%
Hispanic/Latino
5 83.4%
Multi-Racial
5 100.0%
White/Caucasian
152 96.9%
Other
5 100.0%
Totals
196 96.7%

1 3.3%
1 16.7%
0 0.0%
5 3.1%
0 0.0%
7 3.30%

OL could differentiate instruction
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Multi-Racial
White/Caucasian
Other
Totals

29
5
5
149
3
191

96.60%
83.40%
100.0%
94.90%
60.0%
94.2%

1 3.3%
1 16.7%
0 0.0%
7 4.5%
2 40.0%
11 5.8%

OL could increase achievement
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Multi-Racial
White/Caucasian
Other
Totals

27 90.0%
3
60.0%
5
100.0%
147
93.0%
5 100.0%
187
92.3%

3 10.0%
2 40.0%
0 0.0%
11 7.0%
0 0.0%
16 7.7%

OL could supplement traditional instruction
Black/African American
24 80.0%
Hispanic/Latino
6 100.0%
Multi-Racial
4 80.0%
White/Caucasian
139 86.9%
Other
3 60.0%
Totals
176 86.7%

5
0
1
11
2
19

16.7%
0.0%
20.0%
6.9%
40.0%
13.30%

Could increase graduation rates
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Multi-Racial
White/Caucasian
Other
Totals

2
3
1
22
0
28

6.7%
60.0%
20.0%
14.0%
0.0%
13.8%

28
2
4
135
5
174

93.4%
40.0%
80.0%
86.0%
100.0%
86.2%

(Table 4.10 continues)
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(Table 4.10 continued)
________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
________________________________________________________________________
Cost effective
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Multi-Racial
White/Caucasian
Other
Totals

26
3
5
141
4

86.7%
60.0%
100.0%
88.6%
80.0%
179
88.3%

4 13.3%
2 40.0%
0 0.0%
16 10.1%
1 20.0%
23 11.70%

OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses
Black/African American
21 72.4%
7 24.1%
Hispanic/Latino
2 40.0%
3 60.0%
Multi-Racial
3 60.0%
2 40.0%
White/Caucasian
114 72.1%
35 22.2%
Other
4 80.0%
1 20.0%
Totals
144 75.0%
48 25.0%
________________________________________________________________________
Table 4.11 presents findings on the perceived importance of OL to serve the
educational needs of students who are English Language Learners/Limited English
Proficient (ELL/LEP) and students with disabilities for teachers by race. The findings
demonstrated a decline both in the number of response frequencies for each racial group
as well as in the number of participants who agreed with the statement, “OL could
address the needs of ELL/LEP students”.
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Table 4.11
Teachers’ Race with Ranked Importance of OL for Student Populations (N = 203)
________________________________________________________________________
Item

Agree

Disagree

n %
n %
________________________________________________________________________
OL could address needs of ELL/LEP students
Black/African American

23

76.7%

6 20.0%

Hispanic/Latino

5

83.4%

1 16.7%

Multi-Racial

5 100.0%

White/Caucasian

141

89.2%

Other

3

60.0%

Totals

177

87.8%

0

0.0%

16 10.1%
2
25

40.0%
12.2%

OL could address needs of students with disabilities
Black/African American

19

65.5%

9

Hispanic/Latino

3

50.0%

2 33.3%

Multi-Racial

3

75.0%

1 25.0%

136

85.5%

20 12.6%

Other

3

60.0%

1 20.0%

Totals

164

83.0%

34 17.0%

White/Caucasian

31.0%

______________________________________________________________________
In descending order, four racial groups had some members who disagreed with
this statement including: “Other” teachers (40.0%), African American teachers (20.0%),
Hispanic teachers (16.7%), and White teachers (10.1%). Only Multi-racial teachers
agreed (100.0%) with the statement.
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Interesting findings also resulted from the statement, “OL could address the needs
of students with disabilities”. All five racial groups had members who disagreed with this
statement, including: Hispanic teachers (33.3%), African American teachers (31.0%),
Multi-racial teachers (25.0%), “Other” teachers (20.0%), and White teachers (12.6%).
Also, there were study participants from each racial group who opted not to answer this
question including: White teachers (1.26%), African American teachers (6.67%),
Hispanic teachers (16.65%), Multi-racial teachers (20.0%), and “Other” teachers
(20.0%).
Table 4.12 presents findings for principals’ and teachers’ gender cross- tabulated
with importance of OL. Findings revealed very small differences between the responses
of female and male study participants. For example, principals agreed with seven out of
seven statements that indicated their perceived importance of OL, while teachers
demonstrated substantial agreement with six out of the seven statements. Both female and
male teachers expressed slightly more disagreement with the statement, “OL could be as
rigorous as traditional courses.
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Table 4.12
Perceptions of the Importance of OL by Gender and Job Title (N= 209)
______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Item
Principals
Teachers
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
______________________________________________________________________________________________________
OL expands teaching & and learning
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
100
96.1%
4
3.8%
Male
5
100.0%
0
0.0%
63
96.9%
2
3.1%
OL could increase graduation
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
85
85.0%
15
15.0%
Male
5
100.0%
0
0.0%
56
86.2%
9
13.8%
OL could differentiate
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
97
96.1%
4
4.0%
Male
5 100.0%
0
0.0%
60
92.3%
5
7.7%
OL could be cost effective
Female
2 100.0%
0
0.0%
87
85.3%
15
14.7%
Male
5 100.0%
0
0.0%
58
89.2%
7
10.7%
OL could supplement traditional
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
90
86.5%
14
13.4%
Male
4
80.0%
1
20.0%
55
84.6%
10
15.4%
OL could increase achievement
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
92
91.1%
9
8.9%
Male
4
80.0%
1
20.0%
61
93.8%
4
6.2%
OL could be as rigorous
Female
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
77
76.2%
24
23.8%
Male
4
80.0%
1
20.0%
39
60.0%
26
40.0%
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Table 4.13 presents a comparison of responses made by male and female
principals and teachers regarding their perceptions of OL to serve the educational needs
of students with disabilities and English Language Learners/Limited English Proficient
students. Findings revealed that response frequencies were consistent for female
principals (100.0%), demonstrating agreement with both questionnaire items. There was
slightly less agreement by male principals, (80.0%) agreed with both statements, and one
(20.0%) disagreed with both statements. Female teachers also demonstrated greater
agreement with the two statements, for example, 89.4% agreed with the statement, “OL
could address the needs of students with disabilities”, and 95.1% agreed with the
statement, “OL could address the needs of ELL/LEP students”. Male teachers
demonstrated less agreement with these two statements, only 72.3% agreed with the
potential of OL to serve students with disabilities’ needs, and 78.5% agreed with the
potential of OL to serve ELL/LEP students’ needs. These differences could stem from the
preponderance of study participants who were female teachers certified in special
education, and therefore, may have had more familiarity with these student populations.
This will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4.13
Perceptions of the Importance of OL for Specific Student Populations by Gender and Job Title (N= 209)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Principals
Agree

Teachers

Disagree

Agree

Disagree

n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
OL could address students with disabilities
Female

2

100.0%

0

0.0%

170

89.40%

11

10.7%

Male

4

80.0%

1

20.0%

47

72.3%

18

27.70%

Female

2

100.0%

0

0.0%

97

95.10%

5

4.9%

Male

4

80.0%

1

20.0%

51

78.50%

14

21.5%

OL could address ELL/LEP students

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.14 depicts findings, by age category, for principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of the importance of OL to support instruction and student learning. The data
resulted in interesting findings. For example, principals in three age ranges agreed with
four out of seven values. One principal in the 40 – 49 age range disagreed with three out
of seven values including, “OL could supplement traditional instruction” (33.3%), “OL
could increase student achievement” (33.3%), and “OL could be as rigorous as face-toface courses” (33.3%). In comparison, teachers agreed with three out of seven statements.
Those in the Less than 30 age range disagreed with two statements including, “OL could
supplement traditional instruction” (24.1%), and “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face
courses” (20.6%). Teachers in the 30 – 39 age range disagreed with three out of seven
statements including, “OL could be cost effective” (20.9%), “OL could supplement
traditional instruction” (23.2%), and “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”
(37.2%). Teachers in the 40 – 49 age range disagreed with two values of importance
including, “OL could increase graduation rates” (22.0%), and “OL could be as rigorous
as face-to-face courses” (37.5%). Teachers in the 50 – 59 age range disagreed with only
one value: “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses” (27.2%). Finally, teachers in
the 59+ age range disagreed with two values including, “OL could increase graduation
rates” (25.0%), and “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses” (50.0%). The data
indicated that principals in the 30 – 39 and 50 – 59 age ranges, and teachers in the Less
than 30, 40 – 49, 50 – 59 and 59+ age ranges had more positive perceptions of OL’s
potential to support instruction and student learning, compared with those in the 30 – 39
age group who had fewer positive perceptions of OL.
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Table 4.14
Perceptions of the Importance of OL by Age and Job Title (N= 209)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Item

Principals
Agree

Teachers
Disagree

Agree

Disagree

n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
OL could expand teaching and learning
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
28
96.50%
1
3.4%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
41
95.30%
2
4.7%
40 – 49
3
100.0%
0
0.0%
40
95.20%
2
4.8%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
54
96.40%
2
3.6%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
8
100.0%
0
0.0%
OL could increase graduation
Less than 30
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 – 59
More than 59

0
2
3
2
0

0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
0.0%

0
0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

26
35
32
47
6

92.80%
83.30%
78.10%
85.40%
75.00%

OL could differentiate
Less than 30
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 – 59
More than 59

0
2
3
2
0

0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
0.0%

0
0
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

27
38
63
49
8

93.10%
88.40%
97.60%
92.50%
100.0%

2
7
9
8
2

7.1%
16.7%
22.0%
14.5%
25.0%

2
6.9%
5
11.60%
1
2.4%
4
7.5%
0
0.0%
(Table 4.14 continues)
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(Table 4.14 continued)
Item

Principals

Teachers
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
OL could be cost effective
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
26
89.60%
3
10.3%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
34
79.10%
9
20.90%
40 – 49
3
100.0%
0
0.0%
37
90.20%
4
9.70%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
49
87.5%
7
12.5%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
6
85.7%
1
14.3%
OL could supplement traditional
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
22
75.9%
7
24.10%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
33
76.8%
10
23.20%
40 – 49
2
66.6%
1
33.3%
39
92.9%
3
7.20%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
49
87.5%
7
12.5%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
8
100.0%
0
0.0%
OL could increase achievement
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
27
96.5%
1
3.6%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
37
88.1%
5
11.9%
40 – 49
2
66.6%
1
33.3%
39
95.1%
2
4.9%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
50
89.3%
6
10.7%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
8
100.0%
0
0.0%
OL could be as rigorous
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
23
79.3%
6
20.60%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
27
62.80%
16
37.2%
40 – 49
2
66.6%
1
33.3%
25
62.50%
15
37.5%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
40
72.70%
15
27.20%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
6
75.0%
4
50.0%
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Table 4.15, the last in the series (Tables 4.1 – 4.15), to present data that could shed light
on the existence of relationships between study participants’ demographic characteristics and
their perceptions of OL to support instruction and student learning, presents principals’ and
teachers’ responses, by age group, regarding OLs capacity to meet the educational needs of
students with disabilities and those who require ELL/LEP services.
Table 4.15 presents findings that demonstrate variations in the responses of study
participants regarding the statements, “OL could address the needs of students with disabilities”,
and “OL could address the needs of ELL/LEP students”. For example, principals in the 30 – 39
age range agreed with two out of two statements (100.0%). Two of those in the 40 – 49 age
range also agreed with both statements (66.6%), however, one principal in this age range
disagreed with both statements (33.3%). Principals in the 50 – 59 age range agreed with both
statements (100.0%). Teachers across five age ranges had variations in their responses to these
two survey items. For example, those who were Less than 30 expressed slight disagreement with
the two statements (17.2% and 14.3%), teachers in the 30 – 39 age range disagreed with OLs
capacity to address the needs of students with disabilities (23.2%) and disagreed with OLs
capacity to address the needs of ELL/LEP students (19.1%). Teachers in the 40 – 49 age range
expressed the least disagreement with these statements (12.2% and 9.5%), and those in the 50 59 age group disagreed (19.7%) with the first statement more so than with the second statement.
Teachers in the More than 59 age range disagreed (25.0%) with the first statement. The data
demonstrated that principals in the 30 – 39 and 50 – 59 age ranges, and teachers in the Less than
30, 40 – 49, and 50 – 59 age ranges had more positive perceptions of OL to support instruction
and student learning, compared with those in the 30 – 39 age range.
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Table 4.15
Perceptions of the Importance of OL for Specific Student Populations by Age and Job Title (N= 209)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Demographics

Principals
Disagree

Agree
n

%

n

%

n

Agree

Teachers
Disagree

%

n

%

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
OL could address students with disabilities
Less than 30
0
30 – 39
2
40 – 49
2
50 – 59
2
More than 59
0

0.0%
100.0%
66.6%
100.0%
0.0%

0
0
1
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
33.3%
0.0%
0.0%

24
33
36
45
6

82.70%
76.80%
87.80%
80.40%
75.0%

5
10
5
11
2

17.20%
23.20%
12.20%
19.70%
25.0%

OL could address needs of
ELL/LEP students
Less than 30
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
24
85.70%
4
14.3%
30 – 39
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
34
80.90%
8
19.10%
40 – 49
2
66.6%
1
33.3%
38
90.50%
4
9.5%
50 – 59
2
100.0%
0
0.0%
50
89.30%
6
10.7%
More than 59
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
7
87.50%
1
12.5%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Summary of tables 4.1 through 4.15. The data presented in Tables 4.1 through
4.15 uncovered interesting findings about the relationship between principals’ and
teachers’ demographic characteristics and their perceptions of OL to support instruction
and student learning. Most notably, for example, the data in Table 4.1 disclosed that
study participants who were principals were predominantly comprised of Caucasian
males in the 40 – 49 age range. Teachers identified in Table 4.2 were predominantly
Caucasian females, and teachers in the 50 – 59 age group category outnumbered teachers
in four other age ranges. Table 4.3 revealed that a preponderance of principals had more
than 20 years of experience in K-12 education, and had earned a Masters degree plus 30
graduate credits, in comparison to teachers who had 6 – 10 years of experience and had
earned a Masters degree. Table 4.4 demonstrated how closely aligned the demographics
of the study participants were with national teacher demographics. The data presented in
Table 4.5 underscored an interesting finding also related to the alignment of study
participants’ demographics with national demographics. Response frequencies for “Years
Worked in K-12 Education, More than 20”, were essentially the same for both groups.
Table 4.6 revealed that secondary teachers possessed 22 out of 23 certification areas in
comparison to secondary principals who possessed 11 out of 23 certification areas, and
Table 4.7 showed that both principals and teachers ranked social studies as their first
preferred subject to offer online.
This researcher began an analysis of the data to determine the existence of
possible relationships between principals’ and teachers’ demographic characteristics and
their perceived importance of OL to support instruction and student learning beginning
with Table 4.8. This table organized and ranked principals’ perceived importance of OL
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based upon race. Findings revealed the presence of at least one principal who might be
considered an outlier, given the number of survey values (three out of seven) that he
consistently disagreed with regarding the importance of OL. An exploration of this
leadership issue will be explored in Chapter 5. Table 4.9 presented secondary principals’
perceived importance of OL to meet the educational needs of students with disabilities
and those who require ELL/LEP services, by race. Once again, one African American
principal disagreed with both values. Table 4.10 organized and ranked teachers’
perceived importance of OL based upon race. An analysis of the data revealed that
members of each of the five racial groups (African Americans, Caucasians, Hispanics,
Multi-Racial and those identified as Other, exhibited some variations in their responses.
The data, therefore, demonstrated the possibility of the existence of a relationship
between teachers’ race and their perceptions of OL. The findings presented in Table 4.11
were also interesting. Participants either agreed or disagreed with the statements, “OL
could address the needs of ELL/LEP students”, and “OL could address the needs of
students with disabilities”. Responses were cross-tabulated by race to determine the
number of participants who disagreed with these two statements with the following
results. An analysis of the data revealed that members of each of the five racial groups
(African American teachers, Caucasian teachers, Hispanic teachers, Multi-Racial teachers
and those identified as Other teachers, exhibited some variations in their responses. The
data, therefore, demonstrated the possibility of the existence of a relationship between
teachers’ race and their perceptions of OL to support the learning needs of students with
disabilities and those requiring ELL/LEP services.
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Table 4.12 presented findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the
importance of OL to support instruction and student learning, by gender. The findings
were inconsequential. The findings presented in Table 4.13 examined principals’ and
teachers’ perceptions, by gender, of the importance of OL for students with disabilities
and for ELL/LEP students. These questions elicited some variations in responses by male
teachers, however, they may not necessarily be the result of a cause and effect
relationship.
Table 4.14 presented findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceived importance
of OL by age category. Findings revealed that principals in two age ranges, 30 – 39 and
50 – 59, had positive perceptions of OL to support instruction and student learning.
Teachers in all but the 30 – 39 age range also had positive perceptions of OL. The data
refuted the existence of a relationship between age and its effect on the perceptions of
principals and teachers regarding the importance of OL. The final table that presented
findings for the importance of OL in relation to principal and teacher demographics, by
age category, of the technology’s potential to serve the needs of students with disabilities
and those requiring ELL/LEP services. Although there were some variations in the
responses of both groups, for example, teachers nearing retirement demonstrated some
skepticism about the potential of OL to serve these students’ educational needs. A cause
and effect relationship was not determined.
Tables 4.1 through 4.15 provided adequate data to answer Research Question One
which stated, Is there a relationship between certain demographic variables (e.g., age,
gender, position, race) among secondary school teachers and principals and their
perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning?
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Inconsequential variations in responses were noted, particularly those made by outliers,
whose perceptions of OL may not be demographic-neutral. However, because inferential
statistics were not used in the analyses, it was not possible to determine the level of
significance between the variables.
Research Question Two
Is there a relationship between the level of awareness and the perceived
importance of OL to support instruction and student learning among secondary school
teachers and principals?
This phase of the analysis focused on identifying the existence of a relationship
between study participants’ OL awareness and its perceived importance to support
instruction and student learning.
Table 4.16 presents data that represents principals’ and teachers’ response
frequencies for their awareness of OL, indicated by the statement, “OL could expand
teaching and learning opportunities”, and their response frequencies for six questionnaire
values that were designed to identify OL importance.
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Table 4.16
Principals’ and Teachers’ OL Awareness and Perceived Importance
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (N=7)
Teachers (N=179)
Differentials
n
%
n
%
%
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Could expand teaching and learning opportunities
Agree
7
100.0%
171
6.1%
3.9%
Disagree
0
0.0%
7
3.9%
-3.9%
Make available with traditional courses
Agree
7
100.0%
169
95.5%
4.5%
Disagree
0
0.0%
8
4.5%
-4.5%
Integrate OL with face-to-face
Agree
7
100.0%
162
93.7%
6.3%
Disagree
0
0.0%
11
6.3%
-6.3%
OL should be an option to traditional courses
Agree
6
85.8%
109
62.0%
23.8%
Disagree
1
14.3%
67
38.1%
-23.8%
I am interested in learning more about OL
Agree
6
85.8%
153
86.4%
-0.7%
Disagree
1
14.3%
24
13.6%
0.7%
I am interested in OL being available
Agree
5
71.5%
156
89.3%
-17.8%
Disagree
2
28.6%
19
10.8%
17.8%
OL could interfere with traditional courses
Agree
4
57.2%
8
146.4%
10.8%
Disagree
3
42.9%
94
53.8%
-10.8%
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The following implications were revealed by the data presented in Table 4.16.
Principals (100.0%) and teachers (96.1%) demonstrated a high degree of awareness of
OL as indicated by their responses to the questionnaire item, “OL could expand teaching
and learning opportunities”. However, only 62.0% of teachers agreed with the statement,
“OL should be an option to traditional courses”, in comparison with 85.8% of principals.
In response to the survey item, “I am interested in OL being available”, only 5 out of 7
principals or 71.5% agreed with this statement, in comparison with 89.3% of teachers.
Also, slightly more principals (57.2%) than teachers (46.4%), demonstrated agreement
with the survey item, “OL could interfere with traditional courses”. In conclusion, the
data presented in Table 4.16 speaks to the duality of the perceptions held by principals
and teachers regarding OL. They perceive its benefits although they may have some
trepidation regarding implementing OL courses or programs. A relationship between the
level of awareness and the perceived importance of OL to support instruction and student
learning appears to exist. However, having awareness of the technology’s potential
positive impact may not necessarily foster a commitment to implement OL.
Research Question Three
Is there a relationship between direct experiences with and the degree of exposure
to online learning and its perceived importance among secondary school teachers and
principals? Question Three will be answered through an analysis of the data presented in
Tables 4.17 and 4.18.
Table 4.17 presents findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the
importance of OL in relation to their direct experiences with the technology. Four
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questionnaire items were used to determine principals’ and teachers’ direct exposure to
OL.
Table 4.17 revealed that 51.4% of secondary teachers have become familiar with
the OL environment by taking courses for their professional and personal development in
comparison to 28.6% of principals who have taken an OL course. However, despite
teachers’ direct experiences, principals have had more responsibility for developing OL
courses (14.3%), training others (28.5%), and they also perceive themselves as
technically prepared to teach OL (28.5%). It is interesting to note that 26.9% of teachers
also perceive themselves as technically prepared to teach OL, while only 9.6% have
developed an OL course, which raises a question regarding the transferability of face-toface teaching skills to an OL environment.
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Table 4.17
Principals’ and Teachers’ Direct Experiences and Perceived Importance of OL
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable
Principals
Teachers
Percent
Yes
No
Yes
No
Differential
n
%
n
%
n
%
n %
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
I have taken an OL course
2
28.5%
5 71.5%
91
51.4%
86
48.5%
-22.8%
I have developed an OL course

1

14.3%

6

85.8%

17

9.6%

160

90.4%

4.7%

I have trained others on OL

2

28.5%

5

71.5%

17

9.7%

157

90.2%

18.8%

I am technically prepared to teach OL
2
28.5%
5 71.5%
47
26.9% 128
73.3%
1.6%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.18 presents findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceived importance of
OL in relation to their direct experiences with the technology. The response frequencies
for study participants who answered “Yes” to the statement, “I have taken an OL course”
(2 principals, 91 teachers), were cross-tabulated with five questionnaire statements and
ranked in descending order. Findings revealed that principals demonstrated agreement on
five out of six statements. Teachers demonstrated agreement on two out of six statements.
However, in answer to the statement, “I am interested in OL being made available, 89.0%
of teachers agreed with this statement in comparison with only 50.0% of principals. A
relationship between principals’ and teachers’ awareness of OL and their perceived
importance of the technology appears to exist. However, the findings revealed that
although both subsets had taken an OL course and were aware of its possible benefits,
principals (50.0%) were unwilling to fully commit to OL implementation.
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Table 4.18
Participation in an OL Course Cross-Tabulated with Ranked Perceived Importance
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (n=2)

Teachers (n=91)

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
I have taken an OL Course
Yes

2

100.0%

91

100.0%

0.0%

OL should be offered as an option to traditional courses
Agree
2
100.0%
Disagree
0
0.0%

59
32

64.8%
35.1%

35.2%
-35.1%

OL could serve the needs of ELL/LEP
Agree
Disagree

100.0%
0.0%

80
10

87.9%
10.9%

12.1%
-10.9%

OL could serve the needs of students with disabilities
Agree
2
100.0%
Disagree
0
0.0%

79
12

86.8%
13.1%

13.2%
13.1%

OL is rigorous as face-to-face courses
Agree
Disagree

2
0

2
0

100.0%
0.0%

65
24

71.4%
26.3%

28.6%
-26.3%

I am interested in OL being made available
Agree
1
Disagree
1

50.0%
50.0%

81
8

89.0%
8.7%

-39.0%
41.3%
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Research Question Four
Is there a relationship between the level of preparation and perceived importance
of OL to support instruction and student learning among secondary school teachers and
principals? Question Four will be answered through an analysis of the data presented in
Tables 4.19 and 4.20.
Table 4.19 presents findings for principals’ and teachers’ preparation for OL as
demonstrated by their participation in technology and OL professional development
training activities. The findings revealed that teachers participated in seven out of seven
professional development offerings while principals participated in five out of seven.
Therefore, 36.8% of teachers reported having become comfortable using technology in
comparison with 28.6% of principals. Teachers have also sought out technology
professional development offerings through professional organizations (31.5%), and have
gained training through their own efforts (26.0%) in comparison with principals (0.0%)
for both factors.
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Table 4.19
Principals’ and Teachers’ Technology and OL Preparation for Perceived Importance of OL
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Professional Development

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=174)

Differentials

Variables
n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
In past 2 years participated in:
1 – 23 hours technology PD

6

85.7%

105

60.3%

25.4%

24+ hours technology PD

0

0.0%

18

10.3%

-10.3%

36+ hours technology PD

1

14.3%

35

20.1%

- 5.8%

Microsoft Office PD

2

28.6%

28

16.1%

12.5%

SmartBoard PD

2

28.6%

69

39.7%

-11.1%

Checked Avatar for technology PD

0

0.0%

78

44.8%

-44.8%

Comfortable using technology

2

28.6%

64

36.8%

- 8.2%

Conducted technology PD

1

14.3%

20

11.5%

2.8%

Offered through district

1

50.0%

27

37.0%

13.0%

Offered through BOCES/other

1

50.0%

4

5.5%

45.0%

Through professional organization

0

0.0%

23

31.5%

-31.5%

Training through own efforts

0

0.0%

19

26.0%

-26.0%

I have participated in OL PD:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.20
Principals’ and Teachers Ranked Importance of Professional Development Topics for OL
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Professional Development

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=175)

Differentials

Variables
n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
I am interested in learning about OL
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

6
0
1

85.8%
0.0%
14.3%

153
25
4

86.4%
12.1%
1.9%

0.6%
-12.1%
12.4%

Introduction to OL and
technology integration
6
85.7%
150
85.7%
0.0%
OL course development, assessments
5
71.4%
143
81.7%
10.3%
OL instructional design and
pedagogical strategies
5
71.4%
123
70.3%
1.1%
OL models, theories, best practices
5
71.4%
116
66.3%
5.1%
OL course administration
4
57.1%
109
62.3%
-5.2%
OL evaluations
2
28.6%
100
57.1%
-28.5%
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.20 presented findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceived importance
of OL professional development topics to support instruction and student learning.
Findings revealed that as the complexity of the proposed professional development topics
increased, response frequencies decreased. For example, principals (85.5%) and teachers
(86.4%) reported their interest in learning about OL. However, one principal (14.3%)
strongly disagreed with this statement as compared to only 1.9% of teachers. Principals
demonstrated a marked decline in their interest in participating in increasingly complex
professional development topics beginning with an introduction to OL (85.7%), and
ending with OL evaluations (28.6%). Teachers demonstrated more consistent interest in
all professional development offerings beginning with introduction to OL (85.7%), and
ending with OL evaluations (57.1%). Therefore, no relationship was found between
study participants’ OL preparation and their perceived importance of the technology.
Research Question Five
Is there a relationship between the level of preparation and perceived importance
of online learning to support instruction and student learning among secondary school
teachers and principals and their identified professional learning needs? Question Five
will be answered through an analysis of the data presented in Tables 4.21 and 4.22.
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Table 4.21
Principals’ and Teachers’ Preparation for OL with Ranked Professional Learning Needs to Implement OL
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N = 179)

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
I have taken an OL course
Yes
No

2
5

28.6%
71.4%

91
86

51.4%
48.6%

-22.8%
22.8%

If OL is implemented should PD be offered?
Yes
7
No
0

100.0%
0.0%

171
4

97.7%
2.3%

2.3%
2.3%

I am interested in learning more about OL
Agree
Disagree

6
1

85.8%
14.3%

153
24

86.4%
13.4%

-0.6%
0.9%

PD OL topics
Introduction/integration
OL course development
Teaching/learning strategies
OL best practices
OL administration
OL evaluations

6
5
5
5
4
2

85.7%
71.4%
71.4%
71.4%
57.1%
28.6%

148
140
120
114
107
98

86.0%
81.4%
69.8%
66.3%
62.2%
57.0%

-0.3%
-10.0%
1.6%
5.1%
-5.1%
-28.4%

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Table 4.21 continues)
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(Table 4.21 continued)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N = 179)

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Deliver PD according to
Academic subjects
Technical skill level
Common interests
Individual schools
Grade levels

7
5
5
5
3

100.0%
71.4%
71.4%
71.4%
42.9%

126
109
90
62
81

73.3%
63.4%
52.3%
36.0%
47.1%

Release time for PD would increase interest in OL
Agree
5
71.4%
Disagree
2
28.6%

147
27

84.5%
15.5%

How many hours of PD before implementation?
1 – 9 Hours
2
10 – 20 Hours
5

90
61

52.0%
35.3%

28.6%
71.4%

26.7%
8.0%
19.1%
35.4%
-4.2%
-13.1%
0.1%
-23.4%
36.1%

How many hours of PD each year?
1 – 5 Hours
1
14.3%
21
13.8%
0.5%
6 – 10 Hours
2
28.6%
64
42.1%
-13.5%
11 – 15 Hours
4
57.1%
67
44.1%
13.0%
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.21 presented findings for principals’ and teachers’ preparation for OL as defined
by their participation in an OL course and their ranked professional learning needs. The findings
revealed that teachers appear to be more prepared for OL as demonstrated by their participation
in OL courses (51.4%) in comparison with principals (28.6%). Both groups demonstrated
substantial agreement on nine out of thirteen professional development factors.
Table 4.22 presented a comparison of study participants’ preparation for OL as
demonstrated by their response to the questionnaire item, “I have taken an OL course”. The
responses of principals and teachers who had answered “yes” (104) to this question were
compared with those who had not taken an OL course (91) to determine if a relationship existed
between participants’ preparation and their perceptions of OL to support instruction and student
learning. The findings revealed that inconsequential differences existed between the frequency
responses of both groups. For example, although (91) of study participants had not taken an OL
course, percent differentials were negligible between the two subsets. However, there was one
interesting finding regarding the value, “Offer OL as an option to traditional courses”. A higher
percentage of study participants who had not taken an OL course agreed (85.6%) with this
statement as compared with only (65.4%) of participants who had previously taken an OL
course. The findings, therefore, demonstrate that preparation for OL does not have a relationship
on participants’ perceptions of OL to support instruction and student learning and their
professional learning needs.
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Table 4.22
Principals’ and Teachers’ OL Course Participation Cross-Tabulated with Perceptions of OL to Support Instruction
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Yes, I have taken an OL course

No, I have not taken an OL course

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Interested in learning more about OL
Agree
Disagree

90
14

86.5%
13.5%

77
14

84.6%
15.4%

1.9%
-1.9%

Interested in OL being available
Agree
Disagree

93
9

91.2%
8.9%

79
12

86.8%
13.2%

4.4%
-4.3%

100
4

96.1%
3.8%

87
4

95.6%
4.4%

0.5%
-0.6%

68
36

65.4%
34.7%

54
36

85.6%
40.0%

- 20.2%
-5.3%

Offer OL along with traditional courses
Agree
Disagree
Offer OL as an option to traditional
Agree
Disagree

OL should be available year-around
Agree
67
65.0%
52
59.8%
5.2%
Disagree
37
35.0%
39
40.2%
-5.2%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Research Question Six
What professional learning opportunities do secondary school teachers and principals
perceive as being most important to implement online learning to support instruction and student
learning? Question Six will be answered through an analysis of the data presented in Table 4.23.
Table 4.23 presents findings for principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of professional
learning opportunities that they deemed important to implement OL, in ranked order. Both
groups of study participants, principals (100.0%) and teachers (97.7%) demonstrated substantial
agreement with the statement “Professional Development should be offered”. There was also
substantial agreement about their preferred professional development delivery method, with
85.7% of principals and 91.3% of teachers identifying combined online and face-to-face as their
selected methodology. There was substantial agreement regarding the statement, ‘I am interested
in learning more about OL”, (principals 85.8% and teachers 86.4%). An introduction to OL and
technology integration was identified as a professional development topic of importance
(principals 85.7% and teachers 85.7%). Principals (100.0%) and teachers (73.7%) agreed that
professional development should be organized according to academic subjects, followed by
technical skill levels of participants (71.4% principals and 64.0% teachers). “Release time
would increase my interest in OL” was agreed upon (principals 71.5%, and teachers 84.7%).
Principals (71.4%) identified “10 –20 Hours of PD before implementation” while teachers
identified “1 – 9 Hours”. Both groups identified “11 – 15 Hours of PD annually”. The findings
revealed substantial agreement between principals and teachers, as evidenced by low percent
differentials, on 15 out of 20 professional learning opportunities perceived as being most
important to implement online learning to support instruction and student learning.
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Table 4.23
Principals’ and Teachers’ Ranked Importance of Professional Learning Needs to Implement OL
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Professional development should be offered
Yes
No

7
0

100.0%
0.0%

171
4

97.7%
2.3%

2.3%

Professional development delivery method
Combination online and face2face
Exclusively online
Face-to-face

6
0
1

85.7%
0.0%
14.3%

158
8
11

91.3%
4.6%
6.4%

-5.6%
-4.6%
7.9%

Interested in learning more about OL
Agree
Disagree

6
1

85.8%
14.3%

153
26

86.4%
13.6%

-0.6%
0.7%

Topics for professional development
Introduction to OL
6
85.7%
150
85.7%
0.0%
OL course development
5
71.4%
143
81.7%
-10.3%
OL pedagogical strategies
5
71.4%
123
70.3%
1.1%
OL best practices
5
71.4%
116
66.3%
5.1%
OL program administration
4
57.1%
109
62.3%
5.2%
OL student, faculty evaluations
2
28.6%
100
57.1%
-28.5%
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Table 4.23 continues)
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(Table 4.23 continued)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variable

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Focus of professional development
Academic subjects
Individual school(s)
Technical skill levels
Common interests
Grade levels
Other

7
5
5
5
3
0

100.0%
71.45
71.45
71.4%
42.9%
0.0%

129
63
112
92
83
9

73.7%
36.0%
64.0%
52.6%
47.4%
5.1%

26.3%
35.4%
7.45%
18.8%
4.5 %
5.1%

Release time would increase my interest
Agree
Disagree

5
2

71.5%
28.6%

149
27

84.7%
15.3%

-13.2%
13.3%

Professional development before implementation
1 – 9 Hours
10 – 20 Hours

2
5

28.6%
71.4%

90
61

52.0%
35.3%

-23.4%
36.1%

Professional development each year
11 – 15 Hours
4
57.1%
67
44.1%
13.0%
6 – 10 Hours
2
28.6%
64
42.1%
-13.5%
1 – 5 Hours
1
14.3%
21
13.8%
0.5%
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Research Question Seven
What factors do secondary school teachers and principals perceive as discouraging or
encouraging in the implementation of online learning to support instruction and student learning?
Question Seven will be answered through an analysis of the data presented in Tables 4.24 and
4.25.
Table 4.24 presents findings for study participants’ perceptions of the facilitating and
hindering factors that could affect OL implementation. A comparison of principals’ and teachers’
ranked facilitating OL implementation factors revealed that principals 100.0% and teachers
95.9% ranked “Adequate Technology Infrastructure” as their facilitating factor of highest
importance, followed by “Clear district Policy” (principals 100.0% , teachers 92.2%), “Inclusion
of OL as a district priority (principals 100.0%, teachers 83.8%), “Sufficient human resources”
(principals 85.7%, teachers 96.4%), and “Sufficient financial resources” (principals 85.7%,
teachers 94.7%). These factors were perceived to have the potential to contribute to the
facilitation of online learning to support instruction and student learning.
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Table 4.24
Comparison of Principals’ & Teachers’ Ranked Facilitating OL Implementation Factors
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Percent

n
%
n %
Differential
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Adequate technology Infrastructure
Yes
No

7 100.0%
0
0.0%

163 95.9%
7 4.1%

4.1%
-4.1%

Clear district policy direction
Yes
No

7 100.0%
0
0.0%

154 92.2%
13 7.8%

7.8%
-7.8%

Inclusion of OL as district priority
Yes
No

6
0

140 83.8%
27 16.2%

16.2%
-16.2%

Sufficient human resources (technical expertise)
Yes
No

6 85.7%
1 14.3%

100.0%
0.0%

163 96.4%
6 3.6%

-10.7%
10.7%

Sufficient financial resources
Yes
6 85.7%
161 94.7%
-9.0%
No
1 14.3%
9 5.3%
9.0%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.25 presents findings, in ranked order, for principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of
factors that could impede the implementation of OL. Findings revealed substantial agreement
between principals and teachers on factors that they perceive as having the potential to hinder
OL implementation efforts. For example, in ranked order, principals (100.0%) identified
“Insufficient human resources”, followed by “Inadequate technology infrastructure”, “Absence
of OL as a district priority”, and “Lack of district policy direction” as factors of importance that
could impede implementation, concluding with “Insufficient financial resources” (85.7%). It is
interesting that principals perceived “Insufficient financial resources” as the value that would
have the least impediment on implementation, given the substantial financial resources that
technology adoption would normally necessitate.
Teachers’ perceptions of factors that could impede implementation included “Insufficient
financial resources” (94.0%), “Insufficient human resources/technical expertise” (92.9%),
“Inadequate technology infrastructure” (92.3%), “Absence of OL as a district priority” (89.6%),
and “Lack of district policy direction” (84.5%).
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Table 4.25
Comparison of Principals’ & Teachers’ Ranked Factors that could Impede Implementation of OL
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179

Percent

n
%
n
%
Differential
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Insufficient human resources
Yes
No

7 100.0%
0
0.0%

158 92.9%
12 7.1%

7.1%
-7.1%

Inadequate technology infrastructure
Yes
No

7 100.0%
0 0.0%

156 92.3%
13 7.7%

7.7%
-7.7%

Absence of OL as a district priority
Yes
No

7
0

147
17

89.6%
10.4%

10.4%
-10.4%

Lack of district policy direction
Yes
No

7 100.0%
0
0.0%

142 84.5%
26 15.5%

15.5%
-15.5%

100.0%
0.0%

Insufficient financial resources
Yes
6 85.7%
157 94.0%
-8.3%
No
1 14.3%
10 6.0%
8.3%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Research Question Eight
What are the differences and similarities in the factors that secondary school teachers and
principals perceive as important in the implementation of online learning to support instruction
and student learning? Question Eight, the last in the investigation, elicited data that enabled this
researcher to compare the similarities and differences that principals and teachers perceived as
important in implementing OL. The findings are reported in Tables 4.26 and 4.27.
Table 4.26 presents findings for similarities in ten factors perceived as important in the
implementation of OL by principals and teachers. The data revealed that study participants
demonstrated substantial agreement on values that pertained to instructional issues, professional
learning opportunities, programmatic issues and structural factors.
For example, in ranked order, principals (100.0%) agreed that professional development
should be offered if OL is implemented, followed by the availability or installation of an
adequate technological infrastructure (100.0%), offering OL along with traditional courses
(100.0%), making ongoing OL professional learning opportunities available (85.8%), beginning
an OL professional development series with an introduction to OL and technology integration
(85.7%), scheduling OL courses to supplement face-to-face courses (85.7%), placing an
emphasis on OL pedagogical strategies (71.4%) after an introduction to OL, increasing teachers
who are technically prepared to teach OL (71.4%), selecting students to participate in OL courses
based upon teacher/counselor/parent recommendations (71.4%), and finally, scheduling 11 – 15
hours of OL professional development annually.
Teachers perceptions of the factors that would be important to implementation include,
making OL professional development available (97.7%), the availability or installation of an
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adequate technological infrastructure (96.0%), offering OL along with traditional courses
(95.5%), beginning an OL professional development series with an introduction to OL and
technology integration (85.7%), scheduling OL courses to supplement face-to-face courses
(84.8%), and selecting students to participate in OL courses based upon teacher/counselor/parent
recommendations (74.6%).
The similarities in these survey responses by principals and teachers, particularly as they
relate to professional development, could be indicative of their readiness to engage in OL
professional learning activities leading to the adoption of OL technologies.
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Table 4.26
Similarities in Factors Perceived as Important in Implementation of OL by Principals and Teachers (N=186)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Differentials

n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Awareness
OL could supplement face-to-face
Agree
6
85.7%
151
84.8%
0.9%
Disagree
1
14.3%
27
15.2%
0.9%
Interest
I am interested in learning more about OL
Agree
6
85.8%
153
86.4%
0.6%
Disagree
1
14.3%
24
13.6%
0.7%
OL should be offered along with traditional
Agree
7
100.0%
169
95.5%
4.5%
Disagree
0
0.0%
8
4.5%
4.5%
I am technically prepared to teach OL
Yes
2
28.6%
47
26.9%
1.7%
No
5
71.4%
128
73.1%
1.7%
Professional Development
Should professional development be offered?
Yes
7
100.0%
171
97.7%
2.3%
No
0
0.0%
4
2.3%
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Table 4.26 continues)
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(Table 4.26 continued)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables
Principals (N=7)
Teachers (N=179)
Differentials
n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
How many annual hours of PD?
1–5
1
14.3%
21
13.8%
0.5%
6 – 10
2
28.6%
64
42.1%
11 – 15
4
57.1%
67
44.1%
Professional development topics
Introduction to OL
6
85.7%
150
85.7%
0.0%
OL pedagogical strategies
5
71.4%
123
70.3%
1.1%
Programmatic factors
Students should be selected for OL
Teacher/counselor/parent recommendation
5
71.4%
129
74.6%
3.2%
Structural factors
Facilitating implementation factor
Adequate technology infrastructure
7
100.0%
166
96.0%
4.0%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

123

Table 4.27 presents findings for the differences in factors perceived as important in the
implementation of OL by principals and teachers. There were eight values of importance for the
implementation of OL that had a percent differential of 22.8% or greater, the identified
differential benchmark. The data has been organized beginning with the values that have the
greatest percent differentials and ending with those having the least.
The greatest percent differentials were calculated for responses concerning programmatic
issues. For example “Students should be selected for OL based upon credit deficiencies, resulted
in: (principals 100.0%, teachers 50.9%=49.1% differential), scheduling conflicts (principals
85.7%, teachers 48.0%=37.7%), and need to take an unavailable course (principals 85.7%,
teachers 55.5%=30.2% differential). “OL should be an option to traditional courses resulted in:
(principals 85.7%, teachers 62.0%=23.7% differential). “OL courses should be made available to
students”: During the school day (principals 57.1%, teachers 26.%=30.9% differential), After
school (principals 71.4%, teachers 43.0%=28.4% differential), and Year-around (principals
85.7%, teachers 61.6%= 24.1% differential). Differences in responses between principals and
teachers were noted for the value, “Appropriate OL subjects”: electives (principals 42.9%,
teachers 68.3%=25.4% differential), and foreign language (principals 71.4%, teachers
47.3%=24.1% differential).
There were differences in responses relating to having the focus of professional
development placed on the needs of individual schools (principals 71.4%, teachers
36.0%=35.4% differential). A value that would be critical to the implementation of an OL
program where disparities currently exist is in the preparation of principals and teachers for OL.
For example, in response to the statement, I have provided OL training to others, results
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indicated (principals 42.9%, teachers 9.8%=33.1% differential). There were differences in
responses for the value, “How many hours of PD before implementation?” Findings indicated: 1
– 9 hours (principals 28.6%, teachers 52.0%=23.4% differential), and 10 – 20 hours (principals
71.4%, teachers 35.3%=36.1% differential). Finally responses for the statement, “I have taken an
OL course” indicated (principals 28.6%, teachers 51.4%=22.8% differential). The duality of
these perceptions of OL will be further explored and discussed in Chapter 5.

125

Table 4.27
Ranked Differences in Factors Perceived as Important in Implementation of OL by Principals and Teachers (N=186)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Differentials

n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Students should be selected for OL based upon
Credit deficiencies
Scheduling conflicts
Need unavailable course
PD should be delivered according to individual schools

7
6
6
5

100.0%
85.7%
85.7%
71.4%

88
83
96
63

50.9%
48.0%
55.5%
36.0%

49.1%
37.7%
30.2%
35.4%

I have provided OL training to others
Yes
No

3
4

42.9%
57.1%

17
157

9.8%
90.2%

33.1%

OL should be made available to students
During school day
After school

4
5

57.1%
71.4%

45
74

26.2%
43.0%

30.9%
28.4%

Appropriate OL subjects
Electives
Foreign language

3
5

42.9%
71.4%

114
79

68.3%
47.3%

25.4%
24.1%

OL should be an option to traditional courses
Agree
6
85.7%
109
62.0%
23.7%
Disagree
1
14.3%
67
38.1%
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Table 4.27 continues)
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(Table 4.27 continued)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables

Principals (N=7)

Teachers (N=179)

Differentials

n
%
n
%
%
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
How many hours of PD before implementation?
1 – 9 hours
10 – 20 hours

2
5

28.6%
71.4%

90
61

52.0%
35.3%

23.4%
36.1%

I have taken an OL course
Yes
2
28.6%
91
51.4%
22.8%
No
5
71.4%
86
48.6%
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Summary of Results
The results for this quantitative, survey study in online learning answered the
eight questions that were posed by the researcher. The findings, therefore, have provided
an understanding of secondary principals’ and teachers’ perceived importance of online
learning to support instruction and student learning in a mid-sized, upstate New York
public school district. Two hundred and nine study participants completed an online, 28item survey that was sent by email on several dates during the first week of June, 2009.
The results indicated that although New York State has not had a state-wide OL
program, secondary principals and teachers have become aware of the technology and
have demonstrated significant agreement that OL can expand educational opportunities
for their students and for themselves. Following is a summary of the findings for each of
the eight research questions. The findings will provide greater insight into the use of
educational technology to better serve all student populations.
Research Question One (Is there a relationship between certain demographic
variables (e. g., age, gender, position, race) among secondary school teachers and
principals and their perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and
student learning?) was addressed through examination of data in Tables 4.1-4.15 in this
chapter. Comparison of the sample’s demographics with national teacher demographics
indicated the sample reflected national percentages in age, gender, and in years worked in
K-12 education. The data demonstrated that the majority of principals and teachers
identified social studies as their preferred subject to offer online and the majority also
selected health, English, and mathematics as appropriate. The most disagreement
between principals and teachers was about whether or not electives were appropriate. The
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majority of principals and teachers agreed with seven proposed values of OL. The
weakest agreement was among teachers for the statement: OL could be as rigorous as
face-to-face courses. Up to one-third of teachers disagreed that OL could address the
needs of ELL/LEP students and students with disabilities. Teachers nearing retirement
were the most in disagreement on that issue. The analyses of the data did not allow for
the determination of a conclusion on whether or not differences among study respondents
on demographic variables and their perceived importance of OL were due to their
demographic characteristics or to other factors.
Research Question Two (Is there a relationship between the level of awareness
and the perceived importance of OL learning to support instruction and student learning
among secondary school teachers and principals?) was addressed through responses to
seven items listed in Table 4.16. There was considerable agreement between principals
and teachers on OL values such as the ability to expand teaching and learning
opportunities, to supplement traditional courses, to be integrated with face-to-face
courses and an interest in learning more about OL. Fewer teachers than principals agreed
that OL should be an option to traditional courses and roughly half of both groups felt OL
could interfere with traditional courses.
Research Question Three (Is there a relationship between direct experiences with
and the degree of exposure to online learning and its perceived importance among
secondary school teachers and principals?) was addressed through responses to items
listed in Tables 4.17 and 4.18. Table 4.17 listed the frequency responses of principals and
teachers for four values that indicated direct experiences with OL. It was found that a
greater number of teachers had personally taken an OL course in comparison to
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principals. However, principals had more responsibility to develop OL courses and train
others on OL. Both groups felt technically prepared to teach OL. Table 4.18 crosstabulated the responses of principals and teachers who had taken an OL course with five
OL values to determine whether more importance was placed on OL by these
respondents. These respondents perceived OLs potential to serve the needs of ELL/LEP
students and the needs of students with disabilities, however, respondents who had not
taken an OL course also had similar perceptions (see Table 4.15). There were
considerable differences in principals’ and teachers’ responses to the statement, OL
should be offered as an option to traditional courses. Principals who had taken an OL
course agreed with the statement, while fewer teachers agreed, despite their direct
experiences with OL. A very interesting finding emerged in Table 4.18 regarding the
statement, I am interested in OL being made available. A high percentage of teachers
agreed with the statement, while only half of the principals who had direct experiences
with OL agreed.
Research Question Four (Is there a relationship between the level of preparation
and perceived importance of OL to support instruction and student learning among
secondary school teachers and principals?) was addressed through responses to items
listed in Tables 4.19 and 4.20. When analyzing principals’ and teachers’ participation in
seven professional development areas, it was found that principals participated in five out
of seven PD offerings while teachers participated in seven out of seven. Principals
participated in PD that was made available through their district and through local
BOCES, while teachers took advantage of those two options and also participated in PD
through professional organizations and obtained training through their own efforts. Both
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groups had roughly the same high level of interest in learning more about OL, however, a
principal strongly disagreed with this value. Both groups also identified an introduction
to OL and technology integration as their first preferred PD topic, resulting in an identical
response rate, followed by OL course development, OL pedagogical strategies, OL best
practices, and OL course administration. Principals and teachers differed on their
perception of the need to offer OL student and teacher evaluations as a PD topic, with
teachers identifying this value more than principals.
Research Question Five (Is there a relationship between the level of preparation
and perceived importance of online learning to support instruction and student learning
among secondary school teachers and principals and their identified professional learning
needs?) was addressed through responses to items listed in Tables 4.21 and 4.22. Table
4.21 presented an analysis of participants’ professional learning needs for seven values,
in order of importance. There was substantial agreement between principals and teachers
with the statement, PD should be offered if OL is implemented. Both groups agreed with
the statement, I am interested in learning more about OL, and identified an introduction
to OL and technology integration as their first preferred PD topic. Both groups had
similar perceptions of what the emphasis of PD sessions should be focused on, and
identified academic subjects followed by the technical skill levels of participants, the
common interests of participants, individual schools and finally grade levels. A greater
number of teachers, in comparison with principals, agreed with the statement, release
time for PD would increase my interest in OL. A greater number of teachers opted for
fewer PD hours before the implementation of OL, while principals preferred more PD
hours before OL implementation. However, teachers preferred a greater number of PD
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hours annually. Principals’ and teachers’ who had either taken or not taken an OL course
were cross-tabulated with five values in Table 4.22. Interestingly, the responses of both
groups on four out of five statements were very similar for those who had taken an OL
course and those who had not, with the exception of one value. A greater number of
principals and teachers who had not taken an OL course agreed with the statement, OL
should be offered as an option to traditional courses, in comparison to principals and
teachers who had taken an OL course.
Research Question Six (What professional learning opportunities do secondary
school teachers and principals perceive as being most important to implement online
learning to support instruction and student learning?) was addressed through responses to
items listed in Table 4.23. First, both principals and teachers demonstrated a high level of
agreement with the statement, PD should be offered if OL is implemented. Next, both
groups identified their preferred PD delivery method as a combination of OL and face-toface. Both groups also agreed with their interest in learning more about OL, and
identified an introduction to OL and technology integration as the PD topics of most
importance. Study participants identified academic subjects as the focus of PD, and a
greater number of teachers agreed with the statement, release time would increase my
interest in OL. The final two OL values in Table 4.23 pertained to the number of hours
that PD should be offered before OL implementation and then annually. Principals
indicated their preference for a greater number of PD hours before the implementation of
OL, and also a greater number of PD hours each year.
Research Question Seven (What factors do secondary school teachers and
principals perceive as discouraging or encouraging in the implementation of online
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learning to support instruction and student learning?) was addressed through responses to
items listed in Tables 4.24 and 4.25. Five variables of perceived importance to implement
OL were ranked in Table 4.24 according to principals’ and teachers’ responses. Principals
perceived having an adequate technological infrastructure of greatest importance,
followed by clear district policy direction, inclusion of OL as a district priority, sufficient
human resources, and sufficient financial resources. Teachers perceived having sufficient
human resources in the form of technical expertise of greatest importance, followed by an
adequate technological infrastructure, sufficient financial resources, clear district policy
direction, and inclusion of OL as a district priority. Principals’ value of least importance
was the availability of sufficient financial resources, while teachers’ value of least
importance was inclusion of OL as a district priority. In Table 4.25, five variables that
were perceived as having the potential to impede OL implementation were ranked
according to principals’ and teachers’ responses. Principals perceived insufficient human
resources as the greatest impediment to OL implementation, followed by an inadequate
technological infrastructure, absence of OL as a district priority, lack of district policy
direction, and insufficient financial resources. Teachers perceived insufficient financial
resources as the greatest impediment to OL implementation, followed by insufficient
human resources, an inadequate technological infrastructure, absence of OL as a district
priority, and lack of district policy direction.
Research Question Eight (What are the differences and similarities in the factors
that secondary school teachers and principals perceive as important in the implementation
of online learning to support instruction and student learning?) was addressed through
responses to items listed in Tables 4.26 and 4.27. Principals’ and teachers’ similarities in
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perceived factors of importance in the implementation of OL were categorized in Table
4.26. Questionnaire items resulting in differentials between principals’ and teachers’
responses that were less than 5.0% were included in the table. In the awareness category,
both principals and teachers perceived the potential of OL to supplement face-to-face
instruction as important to implementation. In the interest category, both groups
perceived the importance of offering OL along with traditional courses, interest in
learning more about OL, and being technically prepared to teach OL. In the area of
professional development, both groups similarly perceived the importance of offering OL
professional development from one – five hours annually, providing an introduction to
OL and technology integration and pedagogical strategies as similar topics of importance.
One programmatic factor, students should be selected for OL based upon
teacher/counselor/parent recommendation, was perceived as important by both groups.
Finally, one structural factor, having an adequate technological infrastructure, was
deemed important by both groups.
Principals’ and teachers’ differences in perceived factors of importance in the
implementation of OL were ranked in Table 4.27, the last in the study’s quantitative
analyses. Items resulting in differentials that were greater than 17.5% were included in
the table. The items of greatest difference occurred in the programmatic category and
concerned the selection of students to participate in OL courses. Principals perceived
students’ credit deficiencies, scheduling conflicts, and the need to take an unavailable
course as reasons of importance for selecting students to participate in OL, while a much
small percentage of teachers agreed with these reasons for selection. There were
differences in responses regarding when OL should be made available to students. A
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greater percentage of principals perceived value in offering OL during the school day,
after school, and year around in comparison to teachers. However, teachers perceived
offering OL 24/7 as important to implementation, in comparison to fewer principals who
selected this response. Fewer teachers agreed with the statement, OL should be an option
to traditional courses, in comparison with principals. Differences were also evident when
responses were analyzed regarding appropriate subjects to offer OL. Principals selected
foreign language while teachers selected electives. There were some differences in
opinion regarding what the focus of PD sessions should be. Principals perceived a focus
on individual schools and academic subjects to be most important, while teachers agreed
less with these values. There were also substantial differences in the responses of
principals compared with teachers regarding the statement, I have provided OL training
to others. Principals provided training to others roughly three times more often than
teachers. Teachers were in favor of fewer PD hours (1 – 9) prior to OL implementation,
while principals opted for double the number of hours that teachers did. Findings also
revealed that double the number of teachers had taken an OL course in comparison with
principals. The final two values, OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses and I am
interested in OL being available, also registered differences in principals’ and teachers’
perceptions. For example, principals perceived OL courses to be as rigorous, while a
greater number of teachers disagreed with this statement. Finally, slightly more teachers
were interested in OL being available in comparison with principals.
This researcher’s interpretation of the findings will be presented in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
As a statewide and local policy issue, and despite widespread use of online
learning at the secondary school level across the nation, educators and their students in
New York State’s urban public schools have had limited access to this innovative
technology (Watson, Gemin and Ryan, 2008). On the national scene, 38 state
departments of education are harnessing the power of technology to increase their
students’ access to education and related opportunities by making state-sponsored and
funded online learning courses and programs available to their students. Therefore, from
a policy perspective, it was important to study secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of OL to support student learning and instruction in New York State. This
study also provides a research and professional practice context for urban school districts
as they examine new learning technologies and seek innovative ways to increase
educational options and student achievement.
This chapter presents the researcher’s interpretation and a discussion of the
findings obtained from this survey study. The chapter is organized around four major
categories and related themes. Based on this study’s research questions, the first section
presents implications of key findings in eight areas including: (a) participants’
demographic variables in relation to their perceived importance of OL, (b) participants’
awareness of OL and their perceived importance of the technology to support instruction
and student learning, (c) participants’ direct experiences with OL and its perceived
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importance, (d) participants’ level of preparation for OL and its perceived importance, (e)
participants’ level of preparation for OL and their professional learning needs, (f)
participants’ perceptions of the professional learning opportunities that are most
important to implement OL, (g) participants’ perceptions of encouraging and
discouraging OL implementation factors, and (h) participants’ perceptions of differences
and similarities in factors important to the implementation of OL.
The second section focuses on policy and professional practice recommendations
in eight OL areas including: (a) regional and local policy issues affecting implementation
of OL (b) OL program delivery, (c) participants’ perceptions of OL use for students in
need of credit recovery options, (d) participants’ perceptions of how OL could serve the
educational needs of students with disabilities, (e) OL professional development, (f) OL
professional learning for paraprofessionals, (g) future research, and (h) unanticipated
results. The third section presents limitations of the study. Finally, the fourth section
presents this researcher’s concluding remarks.
Implications of Key Findings
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of secondary school
principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of online learning to support instruction and student
learning in a large urban district in New York State. An online survey was used to collect
data that enabled this researcher to examine if relationships existed between participants’
demographic characteristics such as age, gender, race, job title, and certification area, and
their perceived importance and awareness of OL. This study also examined whether
relationships existed between these demographic characteristics, the participants’ direct
experiences with OL, and their preparation to implement OL. In addition, the survey data
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allowed the researcher to examine secondary school principals’ and teachers’ perceptions
relating to the professional learning opportunities they perceived as most important to
implementing OL, and factors that were perceived as either facilitating or hindering the
implementation of OL. Lastly, these data were organized and examined to determine if
there were differences or similarities between the perceptions of secondary school
principals and teachers on the variables under study. Inductive and descriptive statistical
procedures were used to analyze and interpret the data for this study with the primary
objectives of informing local, regional and State policy, informing professional practice,
and expanding the body of knowledge in the context of OL in urban school districts in
New York State.
Participants’ demographic variables in relation to their perceived importance of
online learning. A substantial portion of the analysis of the data was devoted to
determining the existence of a relationship between study participants’ perceptions of the
importance of OL in relation to six demographic variables, including race, gender, age,
job title, years of experience and certification area. Nine questionnaire items were
designed to gain an understanding of participants’ perceived importance of OL. These
included (1) OL could expand teaching and learning opportunities, (2) OL could be used
to differentiate instruction, (3) OL could increase achievement, (4) OL could supplement
traditional instruction, (5) OL could increase graduation rates, (6) OL could provide a
cost effective way to provide additional learning opportunities, (7) OL could be as
rigorous as face-to-face courses, (8) OL could address the needs of ELL/LEP students,
and (9) OL could address the educational needs of students with disabilities.
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The racial categories used for purposes of this study included secondary school
principals who self-identified as Black or African American, White or Caucasian and
Other (Asian, Hispanic, Multi-Racial). One hundred percent of principals across these
racial categories demonstrated complete agreement with four out of nine statements
relating to the importance of OL, and the majority, 85.7%, demonstrated agreement with
the remaining five statements relating to the importance of OL. Based on these findings,
the researcher determined that the majority of secondary school principals across racial
categories perceive OL as an important instructional resource.
Secondary school teachers demonstrated variations, by race, in their responses to
the nine items relating to the importance of OL. For example, 35.4% of the
Hispanic/Latino teachers disagreed with five out of nine statements, 40.0% of “Other”
teachers disagreed with three out of nine statements, and 20% of Multi-Racial teachers
disagreed with four out of nine statements. These findings suggest that secondary school
teachers’ perceptions of the importance of OL technology may be influenced by their
race. For example, based upon research conducted for this study, the long-standing digital
divide, which characterizes the historic lack of access to technology experienced by
African American, Latino, and Multi-Racial students and their families (Henderson &
Nash, 2007), may have had a profound impact on the perceptions of teachers in these
racial categories. In another example, secondary school teachers responded, by race, to
the survey item, “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”. Sixty percent of
Hispanic/Latino teachers, 40.0% of Multi-Racial teachers, and 24.1% of Black/African
American teachers disagreed with the statement. This further supports the researcher’s
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finding that race may have had an effect on secondary school teachers’ perceptions of the
importance of OL to support instruction and student learning.
In contrast, 100.0% of secondary school principals across all racial categories
agreed with the statement, “OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses”. Findings
suggest that principals’ responses, by race, to questions regarding the importance of OL,
were based upon perceived efficacies that would be derived from OL. This is consistent
with other national studies where principals, regardless of race, have indicated the
potential of OL to increase students’ access to standards-based secondary school
coursework, and assist students in overcoming structural and programmatic limitations
found in traditional classroom settings.
Another demographic characteristic, the gender of study participants, was
analyzed to determine if this variable had a relationship on male and female secondary
school principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the importance of OL. One hundred
percent of the female principals agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the
importance of OL. Ninety percent of female secondary school teachers demonstrated
agreement with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL Eighty-four
percent of male secondary school teachers also demonstrated agreement with nine out of
nine OL items relating to the importance of OL. All male principals, with the exception
of one, agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL. An anomaly
occurred where one African- American male secondary school principal, agreed with
only four out of nine items relating to the importance of OL.
Despite this one anomaly, these findings suggest that there is not a direct
relationship between participants’ gender and their perceptions of the importance of OL.
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It should be noted, however, that the African-American male principal who agreed with
only four out of nine items relating to the importance of OL could be considered a
technological outlier who may not have been exposed to the advances in OL and the
transformative possibilities of recent technological innovations.
Another demographic characteristic, the age of study participants, was analyzed to
determine if this variable had a relationship on secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of the importance of OL. Secondary school principals occupied three out of
five age group values including 30-39, 40-49, and 50-59. The majority or 42.9% were in
the 40-49 age group category. All principals with the exception of one agreed with nine
out of nine statements relating to the importance of OL. One principal in the 40 – 49 age
group category only agreed with four out of nine statements relating to the importance of
OL. This anomaly is consistent with the above noted findings and may be related to the
factors that were cited previously by the researcher.
Secondary school teachers were distributed among the five age group values
including Less than 30, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and More than 59. Thirty-one percent were
in the 50-59 age group category. Eighty-seven percent of teachers in this age value
agreed with nine out of nine items of importance. Three percent of teachers in the 30 – 39
age group category disagreed with nine out of nine OL items of importance.
These findings suggest that secondary school teachers in the 30 – 39 age group
category may not be intrinsically motivated to use OL technology because they may not
perceive it as personally beneficial. They also may not be aware of the potential benefits
of OL to reach an expanded population of students which is an important justification for
introducing OL programs. There also may be extrinsic factors that may have a negative
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impact on their perceptions of OL technology such as the absence of release time to
engage in appropriate professional development, inadequate or questionable institutional
support for OL programs, and a lack of funding to adequately implement and sustain an
OL program. Secondary school teachers, therefore, who are in the 30 – 39 age group
category, exhibited more skepticism about OL in comparison to teachers in the other four
age groups. Teachers in the 30 – 39 age group category may feel unprepared to venture
into the OL teaching and learning environment. In contrast, an interesting finding resulted
from the responses of 37.7% of teachers in the “40 - 49” age group category. Teachers in
this age group identified themselves as being “technically prepared to teach OL” although
they had not done so previously. Research supports the hypothesis that good teaching
skills are transferable to the online environment, despite transformations in the teacherto-student relationship (Lowes, 2007). The OL teaching and learning environment, for
instance, requires greater coaching, mentoring, communicating, engaging and partnering
skills than a traditional teacher-to-student relationship would necessitate. The traditional
classroom setting is generally structured around a rigid schedule, prescribed amounts of
seat time, four walls and changes between classes based on the sounding of a bell. In
dramatic contrast, the online environment allows teaching and learning to occur at any
time and in any place where Internet-connected computers are available. These unlimited
instructional opportunities promote flexibility and foster connections that are different
from in-class, face-to-face interactions that would occur in a traditional classroom setting.
For example, often students who are non-communicative in class will use their keyboard
to express ideas and opinions that would never surface in a roomful of adolescents.
Therefore, teaching online is usually both a personal and professional decision. However,
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as online student enrollments continue to increase in the K-12 and higher education
sectors, teachers may one day be faced with the decision either to teach available online
students as opposed to not having face-to-face students to teach. It is important, therefore,
if not prudent, to continue to prepare for ongoing technological changes that are
occurring in society and in our educational institutions.
Teacher readiness for OL, therefore, is a critical issue for school districts
contemplating the introduction of OL technology. The success of an OL program
depends to a great extent, on the readiness of classroom teachers, and the principals who
will support and guide their continued technological development. It is important,
therefore, to offer secondary school teachers and principals opportunities to progress
through a structured, developmental OL readiness model which will prepare them
technically, academically and emotionally for OL.
Consistent with Clay’s (1999) stages of developmental readiness for OL, this
researcher recommends the following developmental process for teachers and principals.
First, a venue should be created where secondary school teachers and principals
could obtain baseline information and explore the potential of OL to support teaching and
learning. They will be interested in learning why OL should be offered, how OL will be
offered, and how OL will support the instructional program.
Secondly, after progressing successfully through the initial exploratory stage,
teachers and principals should advance to the next developmental stage. At this stage,
teachers and principals should be provided with current research and information on
evidenced- based practices that inform them on how OL will be professionally and
personally beneficial, and how it will benefit students. Based on this researcher’s
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experience as a teacher and administrator, teachers and principals will require specific
answers regarding the availability of on-site technical assistance, and will make
comparisons between traditional instruction and the OL environment. At the end of this
particular stage, each teacher or principal will either decide to postpone his or her further
involvement in OL or given further interest will decide to advance to the third
developmental stage of OL readiness.
During the third stage, secondary school teachers and principals should began to
confront and resolve their doubts about OL technology and began to engage in
professional development activities that will enable them to implement an OL course.
This stage focuses on course delivery strategies such as how to establish and maintain
course standards. Generally, at the point of implementation, a novice OL teacher is
allowed to teach one OL course under the mentorship of a more experienced OL teacher.
The fourth and final stage is referred to as innovation. After gaining successful
experience as an OL teacher, there is generally a desire to promote OL, to train others and
to contribute to the further advancement and knowledge base of OL. It is important
during this stage to provide secondary school principals and teachers with the
organizational supports to continue to develop their OL readiness skills. It is also
important for the leadership in the organization to reinforce the importance of 21st
Century information communication technology (ICT) skills, and expand OL teaching
and learning opportunities for secondary school principals, teachers and students.
As leaders in secondary schools, principals will occupy a key role in the
establishment and transformation of 21st Century, technology-mediated OL teaching and
learning environments. For example, as school reform efforts focus on increasing student
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achievement and graduation rates by adapting and customizing the teaching and learning
environment, a central focus will be placed on the role of principals to spearhead these
changes. However, this study found that secondary school principals and teachers with
more than 20 years of experience in K-12 education may have gaps in their knowledge of
OL technology. Consequently, the pedagogical approaches of some school building
leaders, who have more than 20 years of experience in K-12 education, may be in conflict
with the district’s reform efforts. These efforts include expanding educational options for
teaching and learning through the use of innovative technologies. For example, the
responses of two male, secondary school principals participating in this study appear to
suggest that they are committed to the perpetuation of traditional classroom models.
Their responses to certain survey items suggest that they believe OL should not be made
available to students.
Secondary school principals’ and teachers’ responses, by age category, were
analyzed to determine if this demographic variable had a relationship on their perceptions
of the importance of OL and its capacity to serve two, specific student populations;
students with disabilities and English Language Learners/Limited English Proficient
(ELL/LEP) students. One hundred percent of the secondary school principals in two out
of three age group categories, 30 – 39 and 50 – 59, agreed that the educational needs of
students with disabilities could be addressed in the OL environment. One secondary
school principal in the 40 – 49 age group category disagreed with this statement. This
principal disagreed with this statement as well as several other statements relating to the
importance of OL to support instruction and student learning..
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Eighty-one percent of the secondary school teachers in five out of five age group
categories agreed that the educational needs of students with disabilities could be
addressed in the OL environment. This finding suggests that teachers are homogeneous in
their perception that OL could address the educational needs of students with disabilities.
Principals across two age group categories are homogeneous in their perception that OL
could address the educational needs of students with disabilities.
Secondary school principals’ and teachers’ responses, by their number of years of
experience in their current job title, were analyzed to determine if this demographic
variable impacted their perceptions of the importance of OL to support instruction and
student learning.
Fifty-seven percent of secondary school principals had from six – ten years of
experience in their current job title, 28.6% had less than one year of experience, and
14.3% had from one to five years of experience. Secondary school principals who had
from six – ten years of experience agreed with nine out of nine survey items relating to
the importance of OL, those who had less than one year of experience “Strongly” agreed
or agreed with nine out of nine items of importance. One principal who had one – five
years of experience only agreed with four out of nine items of importance.. These
findings suggest that secondary school principals across experience categories are
homogeneous in their perceptions of the importance of OL to support instruction and
student learning, despite the anomaly of one principal who only agreed with four out of
nine items of importance. These findings suggest that there is not a direct relationship
between participants’ years of experience in their current job title and their perceptions of
the importance of OL to support instruction and student learning
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In the next phase of this study’s analysis, secondary school teachers’ responses
were examined to determine if their years of experience in their current job title were
related to their perceptions of the importance of OL. Secondary school teachers were
distributed across six experience categories including one – five, six – ten, eleven – 15,
16 – 20, and more than 20 years. Thirty-five percent of the teachers participating in this
study had from one to five years of experience in their current job. Secondary school
teachers in this experience category agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the
importance of OL. Nevertheless, 25% of the secondary school teachers in this experience
category disagreed with three out of nine statements They disagreed that OL could serve
the educational needs of students with disabilities and those requiring ELL/LEP services,
and that OL courses are as rigorous as face-to-face courses. These findings suggest that
while new teachers may perceive OL generally as an important instructional support, they
may lack pertinent information regarding its usefulness for students with disabilities and
those requiring ELL/LEP services. Their responses may also be a function of their
perceptions that OL for such students would not be as rigorous as traditional instruction
and a fear that OL might supplant traditional instructional formats.
Thirty-one percent of the teachers participating in this study had from six to ten
years of experience in their current position. Teachers in this experience category agreed
with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL. However, 24% of such
teachers disagreed that OL could be as rigorous as face-to-face courses. These findings
suggest that secondary school teachers with six to ten years of experience in their current
position perceive OL as important to support instruction and student learning.
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Nonetheless, identifying OL as being as rigorous as traditional instruction may be
perceived as supplanting traditional instruction and the teachers who teach in that format.
Sixteen percent of secondary school teachers had 11 – 15 years of experience in
their current job title. Teachers in this category agreed with nine out of nine items relating
to the importance of OL statements. Nonetheless, there were some disagree responses to
three survey items including OL could help increase graduation rates, OL courses could
be as rigorous as face-to-face courses, and OL could be a cost effective approach to
providing additional learning opportunities in secondary school education. An interesting
finding among this group was that almost half disagreed that OL could help increase
graduation rates while 92% agreed that OL could increase student achievement. These
findings may suggest that secondary school teachers who have from 11 – 15 years in their
current job perceive OL to be important to support instruction and student learning.
However, many of these same teachers may not believe OL has the potential to increase
students’ options and opportunities to earn or recover credits toward the obtainment of a
high school diploma. It would be important, therefore, for this group of secondary
teachers to be provided with professional learning opportunities that help them
understand the relationship between student achievement and high school completion,
and how OL can facilitate these processes.
Seven percent of the secondary school teachers had 16 to 20 years in their current
position. These teachers agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of
OL. Nonetheless, a small percentage disagreed with the statement; OL courses could be
as rigorous as face-to-face courses. These findings suggest that teachers in the 16 – 20
year experience category perceive OL to be supportive of instruction and student
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learning. These teachers could probably gain a fuller understanding of the potential of
OL to meet or exceed traditional instruction by participating in professional development
and professional learning opportunities,
Six percent of the secondary school teachers participating in this study had more
than 20 years of experience in their current position. Teachers in this category agreed
with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL. Nonetheless, a small
percentage of these teachers disagreed with three items including, OL courses could be as
rigorous as face-to-face courses, OL could address the instructional needs of students
with disabilities, and OL could supplement traditional face-to-face instruction. These
findings suggests that there may be a segment of secondary school teachers who have
relied on traditional methods of classroom teaching for a longer period of time, more than
20 years, may require more research based evidence about the rigor and efficacy of OL
before committing to its adoption .
Finally, five percent of the secondary school teachers had less than one year of
experience in their current postion. These teachers agreed with nine out of nine items
relating to the importance of OL. Nonetheless, a small percentage disagreed with two
items including OL could address the instructional needs of students with disabilities, and
OL courses could address the instructional needs of ELL/LEP students. These findings
suggest that secondary school teachers in the less than one year experience category
perceive OL to be important to support instruction and student learning in general.
However, the findings also call attention to the critical need for professional learning
opportunities for new teachers relating to the potential benefits of OL for students with
disabilities and ELL/LEP students.
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Forty percent of the secondary school teachers participating in this study were
new teachers with less than one to five years of experience. Their demonstrated interest
in professional development and professional learning opportunities, therefore, could
stem from a desire to enter the online teaching and learning environment. It could also be
a reflection of their perceived need to improve their teaching practices by participating in
expanded learning opportunities. The second largest group of study participants, 30.7%,
had six to ten years of experience. However, they were primarily comprised of second
career teachers who were in the 50 – 59 age group category. The professional
development and professional learning needs of teachers in the 50 – 59 age group
category mirror the learning needs of newer teachers, those with one to five years of
experience. These two groups of teachers, those having one to five years of experience,
and those who are in the 50 – 59 age group category having entered the teaching
profession as a second career, comprised 65.9% of study participants.
This finding is important for several reasons. First, it provides insight into the
motivations and aspirations of a representative sample of school district teachers.
Characteristically, for example, new teachers might be involved in a process of
identifying, testing and developing teaching strategies and a personal teaching style.
Second, career teachers, although they bring other work experiences to the classroom,
have similar concerns. They may experience a heightened sense of urgency to resolve
questions about their teaching effectiveness as well as how technology could be used in
the classroom to increase student achievement. Third, if these study participants are a true
representation of the district’s secondary school teachers, a unique opportunity exists to
harvest their fervor for teaching, coupled with their interest in OL, by designing programs
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and services especially for these teachers. Given their receptivity and predisposition to
the potential opportunities and benefits of OL, these groups of teachers could lead the
way for a cultural and instructional transformation in their schools. For example, by
offering professional development and learning opportunities relating to OL specifically
for new and second-career secondary school teachers, their pedagogical skills and
instructional practices would be informed, expanded and strengthened. This, in turn,
would cultivate a core group of skillful teachers who are committed to advancing the
overarching goals and objectives of the district. Cultivating these teachers, who currently
hold teaching certifications in at least 22 subject areas, would have a positive impact
across all academic areas, and ultimately on student achievement.
An analysis of study participants’ perceptions relating to the importance of OL to
support instruction and student learning by their certification area, resulted in the
following findings. Eighty-five percent of secondary school principals who have School
Administrator/Supervisor (SAS) certification agreed with nine out of nine survey items
relating to the importance of OL. Forty-three percent of principals who have School
District Leader certifications also agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the
importance of OL. Fourteen percent of principals who have School Building Leader
certification strongly agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL.
One of two principals,14.29 percent, who has Mathematics certification agreed with nine
out of nine items relating to the importance of OL, while the second principal only agreed
with four out of nine items relating to the importance of OL. One principal, fourteen
percent, who has Social Studies certification agreed with nine out of nine items relating
to the importance of OL. Fourteen percent of secondary school principals who have
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certifications in Art or K-6 strongly agreed with nine out of nine items relating to the
importance of OL. Fourteen percent of secondary school principals with certifications in
Family and Consumer Science, Health, Physical Education and Special Education agreed
with nine out of nine items relating to the importance of OL. Finally, fourteen percent of
secondary school principals who has Technology certification strongly agreed with nine
out of nine items relating to the importance of OL.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals across three
administrative and nine academic and technical certifications perceive OL to be
important and supportive of instruction and student learning. Secondary school
principals, by certification area, did not disagree with any of the nine items relating to the
importance of OL. This finding also may suggest that secondary school principals
perceive OL to be important and could support instruction and student learning across
subject-specific courses such as math, science, English, social studies and art.
While secondary school principals were found to have teacher certifications in 12
areas, secondary school teachers reported having 22 different teacher certification areas,
with the majority, 58.0%, having Special Education certification. When the perceived
importance of OL was examined by certification area, findings revealed that special
education teachers agreed with nine out of nine survey items relating to the importance of
OL, and 93.1% agreed that OL could address the instructional needs of students with
disabilities. Interestingly, secondary school teachers in 16 out of 22 other certification
areas disagreed with this statement. This finding suggests that secondary school teachers
in 16 other certification areas who do not possess special education certification, may
lack sufficient understanding of OL’s potential to address the instructional needs of
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students with disabilities, as well as how various OL formats could be adapted to provide
individualized learning opportunities for these students.
Eighty percent of secondary school teachers in each of 22 certification areas
agreed with nine out of nine OL items relating to the importance of OL. However, 19%
of the teachers, on average, from each certification group also disagreed with certain
items relating to the importance OL. For example, five out of 32 secondary school
teachers who have English certification, two out of ten who have Foreign Language
certification, four out of 25 who have Mathematics certification, and five out of 23 who
identified themselves as having “other” certifications, disagreed with nine out of nine
items relating to the importance of OL. These findings suggest that there may be a
significant subset of secondary school teachers in certain certification areas who perceive
OL as not important to or supportive of instruction and student learning. This perception
may stem from having inadequate or misinformation about research advances and best
practices in OL, and its potential to support teaching and learning in and outside of the
traditional classroom setting.
The Louisiana Algebra Project is one example of research advances and best
practices in OL (O’Dwyer and Carey, 2007). The Louisiana Algebra Project was an
experiment in online learning to investigate how the OL instructional format compared to
the traditional classroom instructional format for teaching Algebra. High school students
in the experimental group took an Algebra course online which was taught by a certified
Mathematics teacher. The control group of students took a traditional Algebra course also
taught by a certified Mathematics teacher. Students in the experimental group
outperformed those in the control group on post-tests, and their perceptions of the value
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of the Algebra OL learning experience exceeded the perceptions of students in the control
group.
The Louisiana Algebra Project and several other studies (Cavanaugh & Gillan,
2004) comparing the effectiveness of OL to traditional instruction have found OL to be
comparable to high-quality traditional instruction. Consistent with the research conducted
by Clay (1999), this researcher postulates that teachers in this category will be more
likely to embrace OL if they participate in the four stages of “developmental readiness”
for OL, and subsequently become more aware of how OL can be used to support
instruction and student learning across the various subject areas.
Participants’ awareness and their perceived importance of online learning to
support instruction and student learning. Study participants’ responses to seven items
were analyzed to determine if a relationship existed between their level of awareness and
the perceived importance of OL to support instruction and student learning (see Table
16). The following survey items were used to identify participants’ level of awareness.
(a) OL could expand teaching and learning opportunities, (b) OL should be made
available with traditional courses, (c) OL should be integrated within face-to-face
courses, (d) OL should be an option to traditional courses, (e) I am interested in learning
more about OL, (f) I am interested in OL being available to students, and (g) OL could
interfere with traditional courses.
A significant and consistent majority of secondary school principals and teachers
agreed with four out of seven OL awareness items. For example, 100 percent of
secondary school principals and 96 percent of secondary school teachers agreed that: OL
could expand teaching and learning opportunities, 100 percent OL should be made
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available with traditional courses (principals 100.0%, teachers 95.5%), OL should be
integrated within face-to-face courses (principals 100.0%, teachers 93.7%), and they were
interested in learning more about OL (principals 85.5%, teachers 86.4%).
The findings relating to these survey items suggest that a majority of secondary
school principals and teachers perceive OL to be important and supportive of instruction
and student learning. However, this finding was not sustained on certain survey items
relating to secondary school principals’ and teachers’ awareness and perceived
importance of OL to support instruction and student learning. For example, secondary
school principals, 57.2%, and teachers, 46.4%, indicated that they believed OL could
interfere with traditional courses. In addition, secondary school principals, 28.6%,
disagreed with the statement that OL should be made available to students while 10.8%
of secondary school teachers disagreed with the statement. Finally, 38.1% of the
secondary school teachers disagreed with the statement that OL should be an option to
traditional courses. These findings suggest that while secondary school principals and
teachers are generally aware and supportive of OL, there are a significant number of
teachers and principals who may be concerned about OL courses replacing traditional
courses and the implications of OL being substituted for more traditional and customary
modes of classroom instruction. This may also point to the need for the district to provide
secondary school teachers and principals with more professional learning opportunities
that increase awareness and understanding of how OL can be used to supplement, rather
than supplant, traditional modes of instruction.
In summary, these findings underscore the importance of ensuring that secondary
school teachers and principals understand and are made aware of OL in the context of the
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district’s overall plans to expand teaching and learning options designed to increase
student achievement. These expanded options should be based on evidenced-based best
practices that employ both traditional modes of instruction and the new teaching and
learning technologies associated with successful OL programs.
Participants’ direct experiences with OL and its perceived importance. The
responses of study participants who had personally taken an OL course were analyzed in
relation to five survey items representing the perceived importance of OL (see Table 18).
Twenty eight percent of secondary school principals who had taken an OL course agreed
with four out of five items of perceived importance. This finding suggests that having had
a direct experience with OL, as evidenced by having taken an OL course, may positively
affect secondary school principals’ perceptions of OL to support instruction and student
learning.
Fifty percent of secondary school teachers have personally taken an OL course,
and forty-one percent agreed with five out of five items relating to the importance of OL.
This finding suggests that secondary school teachers have positive perceptions of OL to
support instruction and student learning based upon having taken an OL course.
However, 18.8% of secondary school teachers disagreed that OL should be offered as an
option to traditional courses. This finding may be the result of secondary school teachers’
concerns about the possibility of eliminating traditional courses and replacing them with
OL courses, and a subsequent loss of employment for teachers who lack OL training.
Participants’ preparation and their perceived importance of online learning.
First, to identify secondary school principals’ and teachers’ preparation for OL, their
response frequencies representing their participation in technology professional learning
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opportunities were analyzed (see Table 19). One hundred percent of secondary school
principals participated in six out of nine technology professional learning opportunities.
Eighty-six percent participated in from one to 23 hours of PD. One secondary school
principal participated in 36 or more hours of technology professional development and
has conducted technology training. Twenty-eight percent of the principals reported
having become comfortable using technology as a result of participating in professional
development. These findings suggest that secondary school principals have endeavored to
prepare themselves for the role of instructional leader at it relates to technology.
Secondary school teachers have demonstrated an interest in technology
professional development, as indicated by their participation in nine out of nine
professional learning opportunities. Thirty-seven percent of secondary school teachers
reported being comfortable using technology as a result of participating in professional
development. However, only 11.5% were responsible for conducting technology
professional development in comparison to 14.3% of secondary school principals who
have conducted technology professional development. These findings suggest that
secondary school teachers have attempted to prepare themselves to use technology by
participating in technology professional development opportunities. Approximately25%
of secondary school teachers indicated that they were comfortable with using technology.
Although these teachers have not conducted training on OL, they may be ideally poised
to take advantage of professional learning opportunities relating to OL.
The second level of analysis for this research question compared response
frequencies of secondary school principals and teachers who had personally taken an OL
course with those who had not (see Table 22). This researcher examined if preparation

157

for OL had a relationship to the perceived importance of the technology to support
instruction and student learning. Responses to five items were measured including (a) I
am interested in learning more about OL, (b) I am interested in OL being available, (c)
OL should be offered along with traditional courses, (d) OL should be offered as an
option to traditional courses, and (e) OL should be available to students year around.
Percent differentials indicating variations in the perceptions of secondary school
principals and teachers who had personally taken an OL course in contrast with those
who had not, resulted in inconsequential differences for four out of five items.
Interestingly, only 65.4% of study participants who had personally taken an OL course
agreed that OL should be offered as an option to the traditional instructional format. In
contrast, 85.6% of participants who had not personally taken an OL course agreed that
OL should be offered as an option to the traditional instructional format.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals and teachers who have
not personally taken an OL course may perceive the importance of technology to support
instruction and student learning to a greater extent than study participants who had taken
an OL course. Despite the absence of having had hands-on experience with OL, this
finding could stem from their perceptions of the increased educational opportunities that
would be afforded to students as a result of implementing OL programs. Conversely,
study participants who have had hands-on OL experience may have perceptions that are
driven by concerns about the ability of students to be successful in the OL environment.
For example, many narrative comments were submitted by secondary school teachers
who expressed concerns about their students’ lack of academic preparation and
motivation to be successful in the OL environment. Comments made by these teachers
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focused on students’ perceived deficiencies as opposed to recognizing their strengths,
particularly as they relate to the use of technology. This underscores the critical need,
therefore, to provide district secondary school teachers with technology focused
professional development and professional learning opportunities while simultaneously
working to address defeatist attitudes and perceptions that hinder teachers from teaching
and students from learning. This leads to a discussion of participants’ perceptions of
professional development and their professional learning needs.
Participants’ professional learning needs and their perceptions of the importance
of online learning. Study participants identified five professional development topics that
would prepare them for the online environment including (1) introduction to OL and
technology integration, (2) online models, theories and best practices, (3) online
instructional designs and pedagogical strategies, (4) online course development and
student assessments, and (5) online course administration and management. These five
topics were examined in the context of secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceived importance of OL to support instruction and student learning (see Table 23).
Secondary school principals strongly agreed with eight out of nine statements of
importance, while secondary school teachers agreed with nine out of nine items.
These findings suggest that principals and teachers demonstrated substantial
agreement on their preferred PD topics. For example, both groups ranked introduction to
OL and technology integration as the topic of greatest importance, followed by (a) OL
course development and assessments, (b) OL instructional design and pedagogical
strategies, (c) OL best practices, (d) OL course administration, and (e) OL evaluations.
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The participants’ self-identified professional learning needs emerged as another
important implication for PD practice. First, 100.0% of the principals and 98% of the
teachers agreed that PD should be offered if OL is implemented. This was followed by
their perceptions of what PD sessions should be based upon. Both principals and teachers
identified (a) academic subjects, (b) technical skill level of participants, and (c) the
common interests of participants. Having release time to participate in OL PD was
identified as being more important for teachers than principals.. While having paid
release time is less important to principals, the research suggest that having blocks of
undisturbed planning time is more important when implementing a complex
technological innovation such as OL.
Despite the pressing site-based responsibilities of both principals and teachers,
principals perceived that 10 – 20 hours of OL PD would be required prior to
implementation, in comparison to teachers who identified 1 – 9 hours as adequate. In
their response to the question, “How many hours of PD should be available each year”,
most principals and teachers perceived 11 – 15 hours as appropriate. There was also
substantial agreement between groups, principals, 85.7%, and teachers, 91.3%, that OL
PD sessions should be delivered using a combination of face-to-face and online training
methods.
These findings suggest that both secondary school principals and teachers
perceive participation in OL professional development as important. Based on the
comments from the participants in this study, this researcher believes that the
participation of principals and teachers in professional learning opportunities would
enable them to better understand how to implement OL to support instruction and
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student learning. It is important for secondary school principals to prepare themselves for
the potential impact that OL would have on every teacher and student in their building. In
the advent that OL is implemented, they will need to support teachers as they learn to
teach differently, shifting from teacher-centered lectures, to the creation of technologymediated, student-centered learning environments where a primary focus is placed on the
production of knowledge. Secondary school principals also will have to have a working
knowledge of rapidly emerging technologies, need an understanding of the human
resources that will be necessary to staff an OL program, and knowledge of scheduling
and OL delivery practices. Finally, secondary school principals might rightfully perceive
the introduction of OL programs as an institutionally driven initiative, one that they will
be responsible to lead.
Secondary school teachers should prepare themselves for the potential impact that
OL would have on them by developing a grasp of the combination of elements that make
OL successful. These elements include OL course design or the modification of existing
courses, and designing student-centered learning environments. Their professional
development and professional learning experiences would be facilitated by having
reassurances that an effective organizational model, with built-in safeguards, will support
their transition into the OL teaching and learning environment. It is important for them to
know, for example, how friction points will be addressed such as when they encounter
technological problems or unanticipated reactions to OL by students and their families.
They will need to have an understanding of how to monitor and access students’ work
within the context of a student-centered learning environment where students have the
flexibility of learning any time and in any place. Secondary school teachers will want to
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know if this new teaching and learning environment will be personally and professionally
satisfying, and whether they will miss face-to-face contact with their students.
Preparing secondary school principals and teachers to make OL courses and
programs available to their students is significantly different from conducting PD for
face-to-face teachers. Lowes (2007), however, perceives the world of a face-to-face
teacher intersecting with that of the online environment. The researcher posits that unless
an OL teacher has retired from face-to-face teaching, and many have done so, some
teachers are teaching in both environments. Trans-classroom teachers (Lowes, 2007),
move from the face-to-face environment to that of the OL environment either
simultaneously during different parts of their day, or serially, from one semester to the
next. Trans-classroom teachers are mental migrants (Lowes, 2007) who must transfer
ideas, effective practices and teaching strategies from one environment to the other.
Teachers who function in both environments have found that teaching an OL course has
led them to reappraise the basic differences in both teaching and learning cultures. For
example, teaching an OL course has uncovered communication issues involving teacherto-student and student-to-student interactions. They found that student assessment and
accountability had to be handled differently in the OL environment, necessitating the
search for different ways to determine if their students were learning.
Professional development, then, should focus on small-group work, problembased, collaborative learning, and assessments that are based upon authentic student
performance. At Virtual High School, which serves students nationally (Pape, Adams,
and Ribeiro, 2005), for example, face-to-face teachers that are new to the OL
environment are not allowed to import traditional curriculum units into an OL course. To
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the contrary, perhaps for the first time since beginning a traditional teaching career, they
must instead, self-reflect on questions like, “What do I actually want to teach about this
subject?” “How should I teach it in the OL environment?” and “How can I better
communicate with students?” These and other self-reflection practices are occurring as a
consequence of teaching for the first time in the OL environment. However, these
practices are equally beneficial when teachers migrate back to face-to-face teaching and
learning settings. Following is a discussion of the factors that could help prepare teachers
to implement OL.
Participants’ professional learning opportunities perceived as most important to
implement online learning. Study participants demonstrated substantial agreement on
their perceptions of professional learning opportunities important to implement OL.
Secondary school principals, 100.0% and secondary school teachers, 97.7%,agreed that
PD should be offered. Their preferred PD delivery method was identified as a
combination of online and face-to-face, principals 85.7%, teachers 91.3%. The number of
PD hours that should be delivered before implementation was identified as 10 – 20 hours
by principals, 71.4%, and 1 – 9 hours by teachers, 52.0%. The number of PD hours that
should be delivered each year after implementation was identified as 11 – 15 hours by
principals, 57.1%, and 44.1% hours by teachers, resulting in a minor percent differential.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals perceive the need for
extended PD time prior to implementation of OL as more important in comparison to
secondary school teachers. However, both principals and teachers perceive the
importance of having ongoing PD after the implementation of OL programs.
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Findings yielded useful information depicting a PD framework that secondary
school principals and teachers perceive as being most important to implement OL. To
highlight their demonstrated interest in OL PD, when responding to the questionnaire
statement, “I am interested in learning more about OL”, 85.8% of principals agreed and
86.4% of teachers agreed. Their interest in professional learning opportunities, for
example, was demonstrated by participation in OL coursework, by participation, over a
two-year period, in from one to 36 hours of technology PD, and they routinely checked
Avatar, a district-based PD guide accessible by Intranet, for the availability of technology
PDs. They took advantage of PD offerings made available to them through their district,
as well as trainings that were offered through professional organizations, through their
own efforts, and through BOCES. Although the findings revealed that teachers
participated in a greater number of technology professional development offerings than
principals, more responsibility has been placed on principals for conducting technology
training sessions, despite having less preparation. This finding has major implications for
expanded leadership roles for teachers, particularly as it relates to the development of OL
programs. It underscores the need, as well, to reevaluate how principals’ and teachers’
work is structured if the objective is to maximize everyone’s highest potential while
utilizing and developing their talents and skills.
Participants’ perceptions of factors that are encouraging or discouraging in the
implementation of online learning. Five variables were identified by secondary school
principals and teachers that were perceived as either encouraging or discouraging to the
implementation of OL (see Tables 24 and 25). The responses of secondary school
principals were ranked with the following results. Their perceived encouraging factors
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included (1) inclusion of OL as a district priority, (2) clear district policy direction, (3)
adequate technology infrastructure, (4) sufficient financial resources, and (5) sufficient
human resources (technical expertise). Their identified discouraging factors included (1)
absence of OL as a district priority, (2) insufficient human resources (technical expertise),
(3) inadequate technology infrastructure, (4) lack of district policy direction, and (5)
insufficient financial resources.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals expect their district to
partner with them in a safe, non-threatening and supportive role as OL programs are
implemented. This role should be facilitated by establishing clearly defined policy
direction, reinforced by the inclusion of OL as a district priority with concomitant
funding, human and other pertinent resources.
When compared to secondary school principals, teachers ranked encouraging
factors that encouraged the implementation of OL differently. For example, they
identified the importance of (1) sufficient human resources (technical expertise), (2)
adequate technology infrastructure, (3) sufficient financial resources, (4) clear district
policy direction, and (5) inclusion of OL as a district priority. They ranked factors that
discouraged the implementation of OL as follows: (1) insufficient financial resources,
(2) insufficient human resources (technical expertise), (3) inadequate technology
infrastructure, (4) absence of OL as a district priority, and (5) lack of district policy
direction.
These findings suggest that secondary school teachers perceive that it is important
to have sufficient technical support, on-site in their building, as well as directly in the
computer labs. Some schools, nationally, are accomplishing this by training tech savvy
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students to assume the role of tech assistants, with pay, in OL and blended learning labs.
Based on the findings, secondary school teachers also recognize the importance of having
an adequately robust technological infrastructure that is equitably available to all
teachers. The third factor perceived by secondary school teachers as important to
implement OL is the availability of sufficient financial resources, followed by clear
district policy direction and inclusion of OL as a district priority. Narrative comments
made by some secondary school teachers on their surveys were overshadowed by feelings
of distrust for what they perceive are unjust uses of the district’s financial resources. As
they become innovators in the OL teaching and learning environment, they want to be
supported by equitable and open financial practices., The final research question
investigated secondary school principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of differences and
similarities in factors that are important to implementing OL.
Differences and similarities in factors perceived as important by secondary
school principals and teachers in the implementation of online learning. Five items were
analyzed to identify differences and similarities in factors that secondary school
principals and teachers perceive as important to implementing OL including (a)
awareness of OL, (b) interest in OL, (c) professional development needs, (d)
programmatic factors, and (e) structural factors. These items were selected based upon
small differentials, not in excess of 4.5%, in the response frequencies of both groups of
study participants (See Tables 26 and 27).
Responses for the item, OL could supplement face-to-face instruction, resulted in
a 0.9% differential. This means that both secondary school principals and teachers closely
agreed with this item. Responses for the item, I am interested in learning more about OL,
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resulted in a 0.6% differential. This finding suggests that both secondary school
principals and teachers have a strong interest in learning about OL technologies. Their
motivation to learn about OL could stem from their interest in cutting-edge teaching and
learning technologies, their interest in increasing learning options and opportunities for
their students, and their interest in preparing for future teaching opportunities. Responses
for professional development topics resulted in a 0.0% differential, indicating that both
secondary school principals and teachers perceive the importance of participating in
introduction to OL PD workshops with equal importance.
There were minor differentials, suggesting a high level of agreement, for
programmatic and structural factors as well. For example, response frequencies for the
survey item, students should be selected for OL based upon teacher, counselor and parent
recommendations, resulted in a 3.2% differential between secondary school principals
and teachers. For the survey item, having an adequate technological infrastructure,
resulted in a 4.0% differential between the two groups.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals and teachers share similar
perceptions of factors that are important to implement OL.
The final analysis in this study examined differences in response frequencies for
secondary school principals and teachers regarding their perceptions of factors considered
to be important to implement OL (See Table 27). The greatest differential was recorded
for the survey item; students should be selected for OL based upon credit deficiencies.
Secondary school principals, 100.0%, agreed with this statement while only 50.9% of
secondary school teachers agreed. There were also somewhat substantial differences
between the two groups of study participants for the statement, students should be
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selected for OL based upon scheduling conflicts, resulting in a 37.7% differential, or the
need for an available course, 30.2%. Secondary school principals, 57.1%, perceive the
importance of making OL available to students during the school day while teachers,
26.2%, concurred with this statement resulting in a 30.9% differential. There were
differences in study participants’ perceptions of subjects that would be appropriate to
offer online. For example, secondary school principals did not perceive the importance of
offering electives, 42.9%, online, in comparison to teachers, 68.3%, resulting in a 25.4%
differential.
These findings suggest that secondary school principals have an overarching
interest in the creation of OL learning environments that will expand teaching and
learning opportunities for all secondary school teachers and all subgroups of students.
They appear to be interested in transforming the teaching and learning environment by
offering OL during the school day, after school, and as an option to traditional courses.
Conversely, these findings suggest that some secondary school teachers’ motives
currently stem from their interest in preserving their teaching positions. However,
through a process of faculty development for OL, secondary school teachers would gain a
fuller understanding of the expanded opportunities that would become available to them
and to their students. Consistent with Clay’s (1999) stages of developmental readiness for
OL, these findings suggest that the majority of study participants are in Stage 1
(Awareness) or Stage 2 (Consideration) of their OL preparation process. Currently, study
participants do not feel prepared to move to Stage 3 (Implementation) without first
participating in professional development and professional learning opportunities that
would enable them to rectify their concerns about OL. The ambivalence, particularly of
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secondary school teachers’ perceptions of OL implementation, therefore, is consistent
with the research.
The final survey questions pertained to principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of
the facilitating and hindering factors that could affect the implementation of OL programs
in the district. Perhaps the greatest challenge to implementing OL has previously
stemmed, from 1997 up until December, 2009, from the absence of OL policy and
leadership direction from the New York State Education Department.
Regional and local policy issues affecting implementation of OL. In January,
2010, New York State’s Commissioner of Education presented the Regents Statewide
Learning Technology Plan to the members of the Board of Regents for their review and
approval. One month later, at its February, 2010 meeting, the Board of Regents approved
the Plan which provides a conceptual model for the development and introduction of a
statewide funded and sponsored virtual learning program for New York’s high school
students (King, 2010). The State’s overarching objective in its intended introduction and
use of credit-bearing online courses is to create expanded opportunities for high school
students to earn credits toward earning a diploma.
Researchers (Watson, Gemin and Ryan, 2009; Cavanaugh and Blomeyer, 2007)
have identified at least six ways in which OL is organized, beginning with the most
comprehensive model, state-funded and sponsored programs. This program model will be
the focus of New York’s implementation efforts. Four implementation phases with
specific objectives have been outlined including (1) Identify OL courses culminating in
Regents exams (social studies, science and foreign languages) to be approved by NYS.
Online English Language Arts and Mathematics courses will be identified and approved
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subsequent to updating curriculum standards in these subjects. All approved OL courses
will be published. Access to OL courses will be made available to all learners.
Commissioner’s regulations will be amended to allow for innovative instructional
strategies such as blended learning. Authority to grant credit for the successful
completion of OL courses would be extended to school districts, registered nonpublic
schools and charter schools. Course completion and Regents exam data will be collected
and maintained. (2) Identify and approve additional social studies, science and foreign
language OL courses, expand access to OL courses, identify additional courses (electives,
arts, Economics, technology, English Language Arts), increase data collection processes,
assess Phase I. (3) Identify OL courses in every content area including electives, expand
access to all courses and increase data collection processes (King, 2010).
Other OL program models include school or district consortium where resources
are pooled to develop OL content and deliver instruction over a geographic region.
Virtual High School (VHS, Inc.), a nonprofit, grew out of a consortium that began with
the Hudson, Massachusetts schools in conjunction with the Concord Consortium is an
example of a delivery model that might be used for this purpose.
Other program delivery models include virtual courses and full-fledged diplomagranting OL programs offered by colleges, where OL was first introduced. Cyber charter
schools, which are diploma-granting, provide another access point to OL programs. Local
school districts have reported enrolling students in OL courses, and finally, for-profit
providers of fee-based OL courses enroll students in their programs (Cavanaugh & Clark,
2007).
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New York’s late entry into the K-12 virtual learning environment, in comparison
to at least 45 other early-adoption states, will undoubtedly benefit the diverse student
groups discussed in this chapter and others. However, in its efforts to “catch-up” with
technological changes and the opportunities that new educational technologies are
affording to teachers and students, New York’s implementation strategies should focus
on how to deliver specific OL courses to specific students using specific formats (fully
online, blended, or a hybrid format). This research study as well as technological
expertise at the local district and school levels could inform these and other
implementation practices. It will be important, therefore, to have districts outline the
processes and procedures by which their students will engage in online coursework, and
the methods that will be used to provide teachers with professional development
opportunities leading to OL certification.
The State has developed three policy questions that will drive the development of
virtual learning in New York over time. They include (1) What roles will key entities
such as SED, BOCES, NYC Department of Education and school districts assume in
developing, implementing, monitoring and assessing virtual learning? (2) Should all K-12
students and adult learners have access to virtual learning? (3) How should teachers be
prepared to teach in the OL environment?
Findings from this study shed light on secondary school principals’ and teachers’
perceptions of the roles that district and building-level leadership should assume in the
implementation of OL programs. Principals, for instance, identified the importance of
having clear district policy direction, followed by provisions for the installation of an
adequate technological infrastructure, and inclusion of OL as a district priority. Teachers
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perceive the role of local leadership as providing sufficient technicians, followed by an
adequate technological infrastructure, and sufficient financial resources.
Study participants’ perceptions of students’ readiness to engage in OL coursework
also emerged from the study, as well as how teachers should be prepared for OL. Both
principals’ and teachers’ responses were comparable when they indicated that students
should be selected to participate in OL coursework based upon the recommendations of
teachers, counselors and parents.
Policy Recommendations and Professional Practice
The following recommendations are being made to contribute to the further
development and advancement of OL programs for K-12 students. The focus of this
researcher’s recommendations include (1) OL program delivery model, (2) OL
professional development, (3) OL professional learning opportunities for
paraprofessionals, and (4) future research.
OL program delivery model. Delivering instruction to K-12 students through the
use of OL may still be considered in its adolescent stage of technological development.
As secondary school principals and teachers gain a fuller understanding of the ways in
which OL could be used to expand teaching and learning options and opportunities for all
students, a greater number of principals and teachers will become more accepting of the
technology. For example, some principals and teachers appear to have a significant
interest in making online learning available to their students, while others might be
intimidated by technology. In either case, students’ access to OL would be affected,
causing inequities in educational opportunities. Since the advent of the standards
movement in the 1990s, school reform has centered on standardizing core curriculum and
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aligning instruction and assessments with the identified standards so that all student
subgroups receive the same or similar instruction. The recognition, therefore, of the
importance of applying standards to curriculum and access must be extended to include
the course format that teaching and learning occurs in. The particular school to which a
student is assigned should not make a difference in the student’s access to OL courses.
Unfortunately, this is the current model that is being instituted in the district under study
that may result in small gains for a few, while restricting the educational options of far
too many students who, from the starting line, are disadvantaged.
Promoting equity for these students would place OL program development under
the auspices of the Instructional Technology Department. This department has the
expertise to fulfill all of the functions necessary to implement an equitable, district-based
OL program. These functions would include (1) researching OL providers’ courses,
programs and fees, (2) collaborating with subject area directors to review and approve
subject-specific courses for identified student populations, (3) obtaining the Board’s and
superintendent’s authorization to purchase courses from OL providers based upon formal
applications from all high school principals, (4) maintaining a database of courses
purchased by schools, and the number of course completions, (5) identifying applicable
OL professional development opportunities and notifying principals, who would work
with their teachers to get them scheduled, and (6) review students’ course evaluations
with subject area directors to determine the effectiveness of each course.
Purchasing OL courses is unlike a textbook adoption where 500 copies or more of
a particular book might be ordered from a single publisher. An OL program is usually
built around the needs of particular students, such as students with disabilities or
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ELL/LEP students, and it is expected that a well-designed program would involve the
purchase of courses from multiple providers. Centralizing the OL purchasing process
would avoid the tendency for a single school to purchase all OL courses from one
provider.
To increase secondary school principals’ and teachers’ understanding of
educational technology, study participants suggested that an annual technology showcase
be held to give them a hands-on appreciation for the educational technologies that are
available. If the showcase(s) were held during the months of January through March,
principals would have enough time to place their orders to meet the spring deadlines
usually set by the Purchasing Department. The showcases could include software
applications, hardware, information about emerging educational technologies such as
Web 2.0, cognitive tutors (avatars), producing pod casts, providing students with personal
data assistants and uploading curriculum to their PDAs, social networking sites, and
Second Life Islands, for example.
The growth in K-12 students’ OL course enrollments to more than one million
since 1997 when these courses were first introduced to this sector has occurred largely
because educators have formed learning communities around OL. They have engaged
cross-systems to produce student-focused, educationally effective teaching and learning
opportunities using the OL format. This format provides unprecedented opportunities for
the director of African American studies, for example, to work with an OL course
developer to identify links to content-specific Websites and imbed them in history
courses, expanding students’ exposure to and understanding of their own history. In
another example, the Director of Science could review OL courses prior to adoption to
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ensure that they incorporate inquiry-based activities, and other evidenced based
pedagogical strategies. The OL environment is collaborative and in constant
development. Therefore, building an effective OL teaching and learning environment
requires the coordination of a confluence of technical, pedagogical, creative and
visionary elements. These transformative factors will emanate both from centralized and
building-based talent.
One of the cornerstones upon which OL programs are built, is the
individualization of the learning environment for specific student groups. This discussion,
therefore, will focus on two student populations; those needing credit recovery options,
and students with disabilities.
Participants’ perceptions of OL use for students in need of credit recovery
options. The OL environment has advantages over traditional teaching and learning
formats because it fosters individual attention and support for students who need this
level of care to complete their high school diploma. The essential focus of credit recovery
programs is to facilitate students’ staying in school and graduating on time. Students who
are at-risk of dropping out have often been enmeshed in a long process of
disenfranchisement and disengagement, sometimes dating back to early childhood.
Therefore, credit recovery OL courses are offered to meet the unique needs of individual
learners who are looking for the right blend of instruction to support their learning style,
combined with flexible scheduling (Watson and Gemin, 2008).
Students taking a course for credit recovery have previously satisfied the required
seat time, however, they did not achieve course content competency. This student
characteristic overlaps with those who may have failed numerous classes. Both are in
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need of credit recovery. OL has become a transformational tool in the creation of new
pathways for students to earn high school credit. For example, in 2007, Aldine
Independent Schools, Texas, recovered 4,500 half-credits for its at-risk students using an
OL program, in comparison with the recovery of 700 half-credits in 2000, using a
remedial program (Cavanaugh & Blomeyer, 2007).
However, not all at-risk students are alike, although they share some common
educational needs. The need for one-to-one emotional and academic support as they learn
to re-engage in learning activities is a critical first step. For example, under the guidance
of a teacher in a blended learning environment, tutors who are adept at mentoring would
be a tremendous resource to these students. Employing tutors, either by training Honor
Society students, or by recruiting those from local colleges, would necessitate
reconfiguration of a school’s budget. However, performance outcomes and the recovery
of lost credits, would quickly justify the costs that would be associated with introducing
tutors in blended learning computer labs.
Another important step to consider when developing OL programming for at-risk
students is to identify those who are credit-deficient yet are graduation ready, as opposed
to those who are also credit-deficient, but are paralyzed by their feelings of ambiguity
toward school. Students who are making up credits by working online to complete one or
two courses before graduation, with support, will have the motivation and drive to
complete this arduous process. Research has found that this particular student subgroup
has the greatest potential to achieve success in the OL environment (Lowes, 2007).
However, students who are unmotivated by a too distant and uncertain graduation
date and are facing the prospect of having to take and pass ten or more full-credit high
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school courses, will require vastly different educational technology programming. For
example, engaging students in this situation will entail implementing an incremental
instructional process, in a blended learning environment, that begins by allowing them to
master content that is personally-fulfilling. This supports the contention of 68.3% of
teachers who identified electives as appropriate online subject matter. One of the primary
goals in working with such students should be to reduce their ambiguity and increase
their sense of belongingness in the school community. The communications with teachers
and peers that are made possible in the online environment could foster this sense of
belongingness. Developing highly-engaging OL electives around the topic of Popular
Culture, for instance, presented in succinct, instructional modules (components of
Popular Culture could include clothing, movies, music, social networks, and TV) would
allow students to gain mastery of student-friendly content. A course such as this would
enable students to experience enjoyment in their learning environment and would prepare
them to engage in more traditional coursework. Fully online or blended learning courses,
particularly for students who are at-risk should be introduced as a transition step to
reduce the ambiguity and isolation often found in traditional classroom environments.
Increasing credit deficient students’ opportunities to learn is necessary for the
educational success and transformation of these students. The Salem-Keizer School
District in Oregon, for example, is accomplishing this by the establishment of satellite
technology centers for their at-risk student population. They also allow students in their
Bridge Program to take just one half-credit course at a time. This unique instructional
design maximizes at-risk students’ time and attention on a particular OL course through
to its completion.

177

Participants’ perceptions of how OL could serve the educational needs of
students with disabilities. There are compelling reasons to make OL courses available to
students with disabilities. Consistent with Federal legislation, these students must have
access to learning opportunities that are made available to non-disabled students. Equally
important, the OL environment offers instructional advantages that are difficult to
replicate in a traditional, face-to-face classroom setting. OL courses can be modified to
create differentiated learning experiences for individual students. For example, depending
on a student’s learning needs, a teacher could embed electronic links in the courseware
leading to grade-specific English Language Arts or mathematics activities, or reinforcing
information about specific social studies or science topics, or character-building, behavior
modifying stories or games (see http://www.khake.com/page67.html).
When making OL courses available to students with disabilities in a blended
learning environment, for example, each student is afforded the opportunity to work
through his or her lessons with the assistance of a classroom teacher, a paraprofessional,
and when applicable, an online teacher. In this environment, students have the freedom to
repeat instructional activities without receiving judgmental feedback from teachers that
may ordinarily signify impatience or places blame on the student for not knowing what
could be considered elemental facts. Students who are quiet or shy, or believe that they
encounter subtle forms of discrimination in face-to-face settings, might also respond
favorably to the OL teaching and learning environment. The inclusivity of OL, therefore,
extends new opportunities to engage in an equitable learning process that is afforded not
only to students who have designated learning differences, but it encompasses students
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who may be struggling learners due to their unconventional learning styles or inadequate,
cumulative preparation for learning.
Students with disabilities report having more positive relationships with their
online teachers, and these newfound connections could also improve their face-to-face
interactions (citation). In the online environment, they develop newfound confidence in
their ability to master academic concepts, albeit at their own pace. This process continues
at home or in the community when they access their courses, thereby, gaining increased
learning time.
Preparing teachers to teach in the OL environment by providing professional
development and professional learning opportunities is a critical first step in the
implementation of OL courses and programs. A significant portion of this study,
therefore, was placed on determining the professional development and learning needs of
principals and teachers. Although further research is needed to identify specific strategies
that will prepare teachers for the OL environment, this study found that participants are
interested in PD that is delivered in an OL and face-to-face format, is built around
academic subject areas, focuses on instructional strategies within specific academic
subjects and grade levels, demonstrates blended learning strategies, and develops
technical competencies.
Many of the narrative comments made by study participants were related to
student motivation as a harbinger of success in the OL environment. Some comments
questioned the motivation of teachers and administrators as well. However, when
educational technologies are skillfully applied to specific teaching and learning tasks by
student-focused personnel, it would be difficult for students and teachers alike to fail.
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There are, however, widely recognized characteristics of successful OL students. These
students tend to perform well either in a traditional classroom setting or in the online
environment. This is not to imply that students who do not possess these traits could not
develop them through mentoring and coaching. However, mastering their OL course
content, learning to use new technologies, while simultaneously developing the
characteristics of a successful OL student, would be a daunting task for the best student.
The characteristics of successful OL students include: (1) willingness to commit
time to complete course by working at a computer, (2) a willingness to share educational
experiences with teachers and peers, (3) an ability to express ideas and thoughts in
writing, (4) willingness to raise issues that might affect participation in the OL course, (5)
willingness to learn how to use technology, (6) ability to cope with the frustrations
caused by technical issues, (7) proficient reading and writing skills, (8) willingness to
develop self-discipline and independent learning skills, and (9) willingness to observe
netiquette (Henderson and Nash, 2007).
OL professional development. Prior to having a teacher teach an OL course, he or
she should be required to become a student by taking the class that the teacher intends to
teach. Other professional learning opportunities could include facilitation of teachers’ and
principals’ participation in Webinars. Unlike a traditional PD model, participants should
be encouraged to access Webinars from their work locations as opposed to meeting at a
centralized location. All participants in a particular Webinar, regardless of their physical
location, would be able to ask questions as well as see the questions asked by others, and
all responses. Every participant’s name appears on the computer screen during the
Webinar, which helps to create a group atmosphere.
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EdTech Leaders Online (http://www.edtechleaders.org/resources/chat/) makes
Webinars available without charge. Also, through Antioch University, they offer a
graduate certificate in Educational Technology and Online Learning. Their 2009/2010
Webinar series have included 20 or more Webinars that prepare teachers for the OL
environment. The International Society for technology in Education (ISTE)
(http://www.iste.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Professional_Development) also
conducts Webinars designed to prepare teachers for the OL environment. Their Webinars
are discounted for members, but are also open to non-members.
The availability of existing professional learning opportunities is plentiful. The
educational community must be made aware of these opportunities, and a concerted
effort made to engage them in an exploration of online learning technologies. If
participation in these and other Webinars were sanctioned by the district, teachers would
become eligible to receive either the 24-hour or 36-hour PD incentive. However,
marketing participation in technology Webinars must be coordinated by a centralized
office.
OL professional learning opportunities for paraprofessionals. There is both an
opportunity and a need to develop a certificate program for paraprofessionals in
conjunction with a college and their union. For example, the United Federation of
Teachers’ Teacher Center, in conjunction with SUNY Empire State College, has
implemented an Educational Pathways Paraprofessional Education Program
(http://www.uft.org/chapter/paraprofessional/educational/). As of the end of the
2005/2006 school year, paraprofessionals were required under the No Child Left Behind
Legislation to be “Qualified” in order for a local education agency to use Title I funds for

181

their salary. Paraprofessionals become “Qualified” by taking and passing the New York
State Assessment of Teaching Assistant Skills (ATAS)
(http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/NY_viewSG_opener.asp), or by earning 48 college
credits or an associates degree. At a minimum, an online program for paraprofessionals
could involve test preparation for the ATAS. Ideally, a college would develop a 48-credit
certificate OL program in collaboration with the teachers’ union, the paraprofessionals’
union, and the district. An incremental salary pay scale would be used as an incentive to
engage paraprofessionals in these professional learning activities while raising their skills
and knowledge.
Future research. The New York State Education Department, with the approval
of the groundbreaking Statewide Educational Technology Plan, has outlined three salient
areas that merit future research. The first concerns the roles and responsibilities of key
entities in developing, implementing, monitoring and assessing virtual learning. The
second involves an assessment of the student populations that could benefit from OL, and
the third seeks to identify how teachers should be prepared to teach in the OL
environment. This research study offers insight to policy makers regarding professional
development practices that prepare teachers to teach in an OL format.
Study participants demonstrated significant interest in blended learning;
particularly for students who might require face-to-face, added instructional and
emotional supports. Hybrid OL models or Web-enabled classes situate electronic
resources, content and learning objects within an on-ground classroom setting. Blended
learning could become a viable option for some students, especially those who are credit
deficient. However, sufficient technology would have to be made available in a greater
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number of classrooms, and class periods would require revamping to accommodate the
in-depth learning activities that would typically occur in a blended learning classroom.
This is an area for further research particularly as it relates to transforming schools to
address the unique needs of certain student populations. The transformation of schools
will require further development of OL courses and continued research into effective
instructional strategies for all students.
Many study participants in the 40 – 49 and 50 – 59 age group categories appeared
to have been second career teachers that may have come into teaching through alternative
certification pathways. First year teachers who were involved in the study were assigned
a teacher-mentor who had responsibility for working with them on a one-to-one basis,
during their first year. Although this issue is not directly related to OL, it would be
interesting to assess the kind of educational and social impact that these teachers,
possessing numerous years of experience in other sectors, are having on their students
and the district as a whole. Some key questions to consider are: What are their
professional learning needs, particularly as it relates to new technologies such as online
learning? How could their direct experiences with OL be tapped to benefit emerging
programs and services?
Unanticipated results. As the Baby Boomers who navigated the traditional
teacher certification process approach retirement, incoming second career teachers could
become a strong voice for educational innovation and change. Twelve teachers in the 40 49 age group category, had from 1 – 5 years of teaching experience, and three teachers in
the 50 – 59 age group category had from 1- 5 years of teaching experience, which
indicates that they first started teaching at age 45 or later. These participants were
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particularly expressive about their views of OL, what they believe are typical student
characteristics, and how teaching and learning should occur. The majority of the narrative
comments, in fact, were made by teachers in the 40 – 49 age group. A participant with 1
– 5 years of experience who is in the 40 – 49 age group wrote the following comment. “I
spent a decade in the online training business before deciding to become a teacher. OL is
great for self-motivated learners and for achieving a baseline of knowledge. It is not good
for people who are easily distracted or are inclined to cheat.” Another participant in this
age category wrote, “Great opportunity for students to receive college credits while in
high school.” “Great for students who have home hospital assignments for an extended
amount of time.” Another wrote, “We need to address what will happen to our graduates
if they move to 4-year colleges where most text is online, few of our students know how
to use a laptop or how to use a database.” Comments made by another participant also
having 1 – 5 years of experience who is in the 50 - 59 age group included, “The students
are too easily distracted by other websites and spend minimal time on task, the computer
room needs to be more accessible, the value of the OL course should be a bonus.”
Study Limitations
Study results are limited, as a result of purposive sampling, to the small number of
secondary school principals and secondary school teachers from the upstate, New York
urban district who participated and are not generalizable to all secondary school
principals and teachers (Creswell, 2007). The findings are restricted to their perceptions
of online learning to support teaching and learning. Although the demographic
characteristics of study participants were closely aligned with the national population of
teachers, the ability to generalize the findings from this study to a larger population is
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limited. Other specific limitations of this survey study fall within two identified
categories including (a) procedures and (b) response patterns and participant subjectivity.
Future research studies should include one or more school districts in each of the
remaining states to implement OL legislation (Delaware, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and
Vermont).
The 28-item questionnaire used to collect quantitative data from secondary school
principals and teachers was developed by the investigator after unsuccessfully conducting
an exhaustive search for a published survey that would elicit responses about their
perceptions of online learning to support instruction and student learning. The first
limitation of the study occurred as a result of a very condensed timeline to disseminate
the questionnaire and collect responses. The questionnaire was electronically
disseminated to 17 secondary school principals on 3 distinct dates and to 1215 secondary
school teachers on 6 distinct dates, beginning on June 8, 2009. June 26 signaled the last
day of the 2008/09 school year for teachers in the district, therefore, there were 14 work
days that secondary school teachers could be expected to complete the Survey. Secondary
school principals’ work year ended on June 30, which represented 16 work days for them
to complete the survey. During this timeframe, other competing interests included the
administration of final exams, determining graduation eligibility for anxious seniors,
award ceremonies, student concerts, graduation exercises, and end-of-the-year school
closing rituals. However, seven principals and 206 teachers, representing 17.3% of the
sample, responded by completing the online questionnaire. It is also possible that
individuals’ inadequate information about OL may have prevented many potential
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participants from attempting to complete the questionnaire, thereby, affecting the
response rates.
The second and final limitation related to participant subjectivity. Findings
suggested that the majority of secondary school teachers, 31.3%, were in the 50 – 59 age
group category. However, 29.2% of these participants only had from 6 – 10 years of
experience in K-12 education. This suggests that the secondary school teachers, who
comprised the largest group of study participants, were made up of individuals who
entered the teaching profession as a second career. The perceptions of these teachers,
therefore, could be perceived as falling outside the normal realm of teachers having had
more traditional teaching and learning experiences. With the eminent retirement,
particularly at the high school level, of hundreds of teachers in the 50 – 59 age group
category, coupled with the lingering economic recession, school districts can reasonably
expect an increase in teacher candidates who are entering the profession as a second
career, as well as having earned their teacher certification by alternative educational
routes. These teachers are eager to place their own brand on the educational system by
introducing technological innovations such as online learning. Educational leaders also
have a unique opportunity to gain the loyalty, respect and support of these teachers by
providing them with training and professional development opportunities specifically
designed to prepare the second career teacher to be successful in today’s urban
classrooms.
Conclusion
This study investigated secondary school principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of
online learning to support instruction and student learning in a mid-sized, urban public
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school district in upstate New York. Despite the absence of a state-sponsored and funded
online learning program, or local policies relating to OL, the study found significant
agreement between principals and teachers regarding the educational benefits that could
be derived from implementing an OL program in the district. The study found that
demographic characteristics such as race, age and gender, had little effect on the
perceptions of study participants. For example, although the majority of study
participants who were principals were in the 40 – 49 age group category, and teachers
were in the 50 – 59 age group category, and both groups had more than 20 years of K-12
experience, they have positive perceptions of OL technology to (1) expand teaching and
learning opportunities, (2) differentiate instruction, (3) provide additional instruction cost
effectively, (4) increase graduation rates, (5) supplement traditional instruction, and (6)
increase student achievement. Slight variations in responses of study participants, by
race, were found regarding OL use for students with disabilities and ELL/LEP students.
Contributing factors were discussed. There was some concern expressed, particularly by
teachers, regarding the perception that OL courses would not be as rigorous as traditional,
face-to-face courses. Some teachers also disagreed that OL should be offered as an option
to taking traditional courses. Some teachers and principals expressed their belief that OL
could interfere with traditional courses, and one principal disagreed with OL being made
available.
Although the perceptions of some secondary school principals’ and teachers’ stem
from comparisons of traditional versus online learning technologies, we are gradually
moving to an environment where the educational needs of each student will determine the
format(s) used to deliver educational services. Comparisons of and withholding access to
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any particular educational format will become obsolete, and instead, the delivery format
of each course will be driven by a student’s learning needs, resulting in the use of fully
online, blended and traditional course formats where applicable. The most highly-skilled
teachers, therefore, will be proficient teaching in each of these formats, trans-migrating
from traditional classrooms, to blended classrooms, to teaching online where they will
work from the convenience of their home computer.
Preparing 21st Century teachers who are multimodal and have the ability to
artfully teach in each educational format, will require a significant personal and
organizational investment in professional development and professional learning
programs, services and opportunities. Study participants, for example, are interested in
learning more about OL (principals 85.8%, teachers 86.4%), and are specifically
interested in participating in an introduction to OL course. For example, see Introduction
to an Online Course (Open Access) from the University of California
(http://www.ucopenaccess.org/course/view.php?id=18). Technology integration and
blended learning are their preferred topics of importance (principals 85.7%, teachers
85.7%). An important factor identified by teachers as a means to promote participation in
OL professional development, is having release time to do so. The district’s existing PD
incentive plan (24 or 36 hours) could be applied to OL training activities, which would
encourage participation and result in technological innovations in academic and
occupationally-related classrooms. Some of the technological innovations that teachers
around the country are using can be found at http://www.khake.com/page67.html.
The abundance of open access, Web-based educational resources that are
available will only benefit teachers and students if they have adequate access to
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technology. Installing SmartBoards in teachers’ classrooms, for instance, is an example
of how dramatically the teaching and learning environment can be transformed through
the use of technology. One teacher lamented with pride how having a SmartBoard in her
classroom has “changed her life”. Equitably placing technology in teachers’ hands fuels
instructional innovation and personal reinvigoration. Getting technology directly in
students’ hands, in school and in their communities, will cause transformations in their
perceptions and relationship to learning. Examples include the use of “clickers” or
student response systems, personal data assistants (PDA) to upload instructional content,
particularly for students who are on home instruction or spend extended time in their
country of origin, and mini electronic netbooks. Giving greater numbers of students
access to in-school computer labs, and not only those taking elective courses, would
increase technological equity without incurring added costs. This could be achieved by
extending the school day by structuring teachers’ reporting time based upon a staggered
schedule. The establishment of community learning centers would allow students to take
online courses side-by-side with their parents who would be involved in online GED
programs.
The intent and objective for increasing New York’s urban public school students’
educational equity and access to 21st Century technological learning resources is to
improve their options and opportunities to graduate from high school and progress to
postsecondary education and enhanced career options. Online and blended learning
courses are integral to the higher education landscape; therefore, making it possible for
high school students to take OL and college preparatory courses would create a pathway
leading to college.
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Making online learning accessible to students in the district and State, would
coincide with and support other priorities such as increasing graduation rates, removing
barriers to college attendance and increasing learning opportunities for administrators,
teachers and other staff.
Based on this study’s research and in this researcher’s judgment, the potential of
OL to support and improve instruction and student learning now and in the future, is
limited only by our imagination and willingness to take advantage of the available
technologies.
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